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ANALYSIS OF ITEMIZED JUDGMENTS CONCERNING THE ALLOCATION TO
PRE-TEACHING AND IN-TFACHING TRAINING OF TEACHING
COMPETENCIES, TOPICS IN EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY,
AND PSYCHOEDUCATI(NAL PROFOSALS
SCOPE

At a time when simplistic proposals for the @ eparation
of teachers abound, it requires a special brand ef persistence
tc suggest an arduous and detailed analysis of functional teach-

ing competencies as the basis for determining the elements that

should go into a teacher preparation program.

In the view of the writer this task cannot be sidestepped.
It needsto cover comprehensively all of the major components of
the teaching-learning process. Moreover it needs to include
the specific cognitive and affective as well as the skillfuper*

formance masteries related to each teaching competency.

Desirable though it may be, it is not necessary to await
the full and definitive list of eleménts to be mastered for suc-
cessful teaching before pressing forward on a clarification of
the related proElem.of determining the staging of the effort to
achieve selected masteries in terms of %fainee readiness and
the objective demands of the teaching task. In fact, the sharp-
ening of one's thinking as to when illustrative masteries should
be acquired may well help one's thinking as to which masteries
are most worthy of emphasis. In any case the when p» blem is

a bridge that will have to be crossed sooner or later,



Objective evidence as to which acquired competencies in
teachers result in demonstrable changes in pupils is much to
be desired, but hard-nosed proof in this matter is hard to come
by, if not impossible to achieve. When objective criteria are
set as the only or preferred ones, coverage of the field of com-
petencies becomes so narrow as to result in a loss of essential
validity. In this matter, as in the question as to when particu-
lar competencies should be stressed, major reliahce still needs
to be placed on the judgment of knowledgeable persons. However,
the way in which these judgments are obtained ardanalyzed may
make an important difference in the functional value of the re-

sultant findings of judgment studies of this type,

Hence the r esent study, which focuses on an intensive ana-
lysis of responses to specific competency items representative
of the components of a comprehensive model of the teaching-learn-

ing process, viewed mainly in psychoeducational terms.

PROCEDURE

While judgments of over one hundred educati onal profession-
als were involved with respect to certain aspects of the study,
the report bégins with the respcnsés of ten teachers who had Jjust
completed a graduate course in 4dvanced FEducational Psychology
whose topics and assignments were built around the model of the
teaching-learning process réfeérred to. Three types of items
were p_esented for judgment as follows:

Type A: Ll teaching abilities
Type B: 78 topics in educational psychology
Type C: L8 psychoeducational ideas in proposal form

The items are reproduced in the appendix,

4 4



The teachers were asked to rate each item with respect to
four criterial questions. Two of the gquestions were central to

the study as follows:

1. To what extent do you think pre-service training should
contribute to the ability (topic, proposal) ?

2. To what extent do you think in-service training should
contribute to the ability (topie, proposal) 7

Two related questions read as follows:

3. How thoroughly do you feel you have masteréd the ability
(topic, proposal) ?

L. To what extent did this course contribute to the ability
' (topic, proposal) ?

Ratings of 3, 2, or 1 were requested for each item accord-

ing to the following key:
3: To a high or very great degres.
2: To an average or intermediate degree.
1: To a low or little degree,

The responses to each item on each eriterial question were
key punched and computer programs frepared to yield (1) mean item
values on each criterion for each item; (2) means and standard de-
viations of distributions of mean item values; (3) correlations
between paired sets of mean item values; (L) analysis of variance

values indicating the relation between item ratings on the several

criteria and subsets of items grouped according to designated char-

acteriditics of the items; and (5) matrices showing the associated
distribution eI responses on paired criteria for the same item or on

paired items i1 the same criterion.

Further details GOncerning'the application of these procedures
will be presented in conjunction with the expositimn of the purposes

to which they were put, except for (5) above,
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FINDINGS

1., How do the three typesg of items fare with respect to suggested
emphasis on pre-teaching and in-teacning training?

Table 1 shows the means and the standard deviations of the dist-
ributions of the mean item values for each of the three types of items.

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Mean Item Values for Each
Type of Item as Recommended for Fre-Teaching and In-Teach-
ing FEmphasis

Means » §§g§dardwpeviétioﬁs
Type of Item No. Pre-Teach, In-Teach.f Ave, Pre-Teach. In-Teach,
Abilities Ll 2.17 2,53 2.35 .23 .20
Toplcs 78 2.28 2.32 2.30 27 .26
Proposals u8 2.19 2,35 2.27 «22 31
A1 Ttems |170 | 2.23  2.38  |2.31| .25 .28

It is evident from Table 1 that the in-teaching period is fav-
ored over therprEQteaching period on the average as regards the pre-
ferred time for receiving training in the it ems listed. This is
particularly true with respect to the items designated as téaching
abilities, and least so for the topics in Educational Psychology,
in which case the modest difference of .Oh was not significant to
a .01 level. In the other three comparisons of differences between
pe-teaching and in-teaching mean ratings, the statistical signifié

cance of the differences was better than .0l in terms of the t test.

Considering the pre=-teaching means and the in-teaching means
separately, the differences between means for pairs of types of
items were significant to the .61 level for the following compari-

s0Ns:




Pre-Teachling: None

In-Teachings: Teaching Abilities compared wlth Topics
Teaching Abilities compared with Proposals

Ihe several differences and their respective levels of stat-

istical significance are shown in Table 2.

Aside from their statistical significance, the meéningfulness‘

of the differences may be considered in terms of their relation to

the variabilities of the pertinent ai stributions,

44

Thusg the differ-

" Table 2, Differences and Their Levels of Statistical Significance
As Between Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching Mean Ratings and
As Between Paired Mean Ratings of the Several Item Types.
. _ _ —— —
Compari son N's Differ nce : t .Chances of No Difference
Pre-Teach. véliinaieachiz i o 1 B B
Abilities Lli, Ll -.36 =7«759 Less than .0l
Topics 78,78 -.0L -0.939 Less than .20
Proposals L8, L8 ~.16 ~2.893 Less than .OL
A1l Items {170,170 -.15 | =5.3L5 Lees than .01
Pre-Teaching: _
Abilities - Topics Lk, 78 -.11 2,263 | Less than .02
Abilities - Proposals | Lh,Lu8 -.02 -0,1129 Less. than .LO
Topics - Pgapcsals 78,048 + 09 41.935 Less.than .05
In—Teachi£é§ o T T ]
Abilities ~ Topics Lk, 78 +.20 -+ L .615 Less than .01
Abilities - Proposals | hli, L8 + .18 +3,2L49 Less than .0l
Topics - Propoasals ﬂ,?B, u8 - =.03 -0.580 Léss than .30



ence between the Pre—Teaching and the In-Teaching means for All Items
is about half the average of the two standard deviations involved. As-
suming normality of distribution, this would imply an overlapping cf the
two distributions such that approximately 70% of the In—Teaching mean
item values would exceed the median of the Pre~Teaching mean item val-
ues. The corresponding percentage of overlapping for the Abilities
items is about 95%, a striking disparity between the two distributions

of mean item values,

The fact that the In-Teaching period is seen as the time for
greater relative stress on the listed teaching abilities, topics
in educational psycholog:, and psychoeducational proposals does not
imply that the respondents would exclude the bulk, or even the majori-
ty, of these items from Pre-Teaching training. In fact, the number
of items receiving a rating of less than 2,00 on the average was very
small: only five of the LL #bilities items; only nine of the 78
Topics items: and only three of the LB Proposals items. It will be
recalled that the designation of the 2 rating was, "To an average or
intermediate" degres.

2., What felaticn do Pre-Teaching-and In-Teaching ratings have to one

another and Lo ratings of lastery?

In sddition to Jjudging the desired contribution of Pre-Teaching
and In-Teaching training with regard to the listed items, the re spond—
ents were asked to indicate their mastery of the several items, thebeby
yielding a third set of mean item valies. The coefficients of correla-

tion of the item value pairs for these three variables are presented

in Table 3,
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Table 3. Correlations of Pre-Teaching, In-Teaching, and Mastery
Judgments for Each Type of Item and for All Ttems.

Gé;rglaiicﬁiBgtweenz Abilities Topics E?apasglgz 211 Ttems
Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching .119 -.001 017 -.022
Pre-Teaching and Mastery «321 «193 .289 191
In-Teaching and Mastery - .596 .50L .720 «595

Twe principal features of the results shown in Table 3 are especi-
ally noteworthy: (1) the virtual absence of correlation between the
Pre-Teaching and the In-Teaching mean item values: and (2) the distinct-
1y higher correlation with Mastery of the In-Teaching as agaiunst the

Fre-~-Teaching ratings.

-The first of the Lwo findings suggests a tendency to balance two
countervailing dispositions, one to believe that important items re-
quire stress both before and after teaching responsibility beging, the

other to allocate training emphasis to one or the other period.

Therseccnd finding raises several questions. Lo the lower
Pre-~Teaching coefficients imply lower raliability'in Judging de-
girable training emphésis in the case of the periocd that is less
close to an awarenéss of preéent needs? Is there greater indecision
as to whether teacher training should get involved in different types .
of foundatinnal subject matter usually assigned to the Pre-Teachlrng
period? Are the respondents implying that their Pre=Teaching train-
ing resulted in %arying degrees of mastery for different kindas of

items and for different persons?

16



FPieces that may help to solve these relationship puzzles
may be found in the further report of findings, which include
the results of intensive item analysis, the computaticn of
additional correlation coefficients, and ﬁhe appiicaticn of
an analysis of wvariance relating item characteristics to cri-
terial ratings.

3. Which items are rated high 1n both Pre-Teaching and In=

Teaching emnnaels, whi-h low in both, and which high in
ong and low in the other?

A breakdown of each of the correlations between Pre-Teach-
ing and In-Teaching mean item values, visually indicated by the
four quadrants of a scattergram, will serve to place each item
with respect to others of its type under one of four headings
as regards relative emphasis on Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching
training:

l. High emphasis during both the Pre- and the In-Teaching Periods;
2. low emphasis during both the Prei and the In-Teaching periods;
3. High emphasis during the Pre- and low emphasis during the In-

Teaching period; and

L. Iow emphasis during the Pre- and high ~mphasis during the In-

Teaching period.

To convey a sense of the nature of these several categories of
items a number of them have been selected for reproduction below.
Items falling in the outer diagonal edges of each quadrant were
selected for this purpose. The Pre-Teaching and the In-Teaching

mean item value is noted next to the item number, as is the mean

Mastery rating for the item,
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Exhibit 1. Teaching Abilities: Illustrative High-High, Low=-Low,

1.
7.

13.

21

29.
1s.
23,

Lo.

22,
L3.

32.

High~low, and Low-High Items As Regards Pre-Teaching
Versus In-Teaching Emphasis.

High-High Items

(2.60, 2,90, 2.20) Be aware of socliocultural differences in
needs and interests of pupils.

(2.50, 2.70, 2.30) Teach pupils to think both creatively and
critically as well a3 systematically. :

(2.LO, 2,70, 2.40) Arocuse initial pupil interest and attention
through a variety of devices.

(2,40, 2.70, 2.40) Create a classroom climate conducive to
keeping anxiety at a low level.

(2.L0O, 2.70, 2.60) Draw the puplil's attention to concepts -and
relationships in topics studied.

Low-Low Items

(2.00, 2.10, 2.10) Introduce problems or thought-provoking
questions or tasks. :

(2.00, 2.10, 1.30) Adjust teaching to the needs of physically
handicapped children.

(.80, 2.L0, 2.10) Provide reinforcement by appropriately
timed and distributed confirmation of correct responses.

(2.00, 2,20, 2,10) Help pupils develop inner mental structures
for incorporating cognitive materisal.

(2.00, 2.20, 1.70) Engage in small scale or ancillary research
on teaching problems, .

High-Low Ttems

(2.30, 2.10, 1.80) Teach concepts by presenting and analyzing
positive and negative instances. )

(2.50, 2.LO, 2.30) Derive satisfaction in developing content
in lesson and unit planning, :

(2.30,. 2,30, 2.00) Adjust teaching to the needs of quiet, with-
drawn children. _ -

(2.50, 2.50, 2,40) Derive satisfaction in planning and execu-
ting instructional methods. )

(2.20, 2.30, 2.00) Adjust teaching to the needs of intellectu-
ally superior children. ’

& €
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low-High Ttems

37. (1.50, 2.60, 2.10) Involve parents cooperatively in their
: children's education.

38, (1.60, 2.70, 1.70) Work effectively with paraprofessionals
and other teacher aides,

39, (1.80, 2.70, 1.90) Work with supervisors in educational
evaluaticn and innovation,

27. (2.00, 2.80, 2.60) Manage classroom routines with easy ef-
ficiency.

20. (2.00, 2.60, 2.60) React to pupil responses in & manner to
help hlﬁ' meortable in making tries even when uncertain.

A number of points of interest may be noted in Exhibit 1,
among which are the following:

The background, motivation, and anxiety level of the learner
receive major attention in the High-High category.

The Low~-Low category includes a cardinal principle of be-
havior modification theory and similarly of cognitive psychologi-
cal theory. The research level of professional functioning is
also included in this category, as are the needs of a special
class of children.

Two other clasgses of special children fall in the High-Low
group of items. Two of three items labelled '"the abilitytos
derive satisfaction inﬁ are also placed in this group, suggest-
ing perhaps that the @ essures of the teaching situation are

felt to be inconsistent with training in "job satisfaction".

Incidentally, it should be noted that each item was mefaced
by the expression, "the ability to"., Instances where the "Low"

value is higher than some "High" #alges are to be explained by
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the fact that the High and low designations were assigned to the
Fre-Teaching and to the In-Teaching values on a relative basls

independently of one another,

The items placed in the low-High category, for the most part,
seem to relate to activities that are more conveniently associated

with an on-the-job situation.

As noted, the third value in the parentheses indicates the
mean item value of the Mastery rating. When ranked, these values
are somewhat more closely related to the In-Teaching values than

to the Pre=Teaching means in each of the four quadrant groups.

We turn now to Exhibit 2, which lists topics in Educational
Psychology Tfalling in each of the four quadrants of a scattergram
depicting the relation between Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching ratings
by the ten teachers at the conclusion of a course in Advanced Educsa-

tional Psychology in which some of the topics were studied.

The topics, as presented to the respondents and as shown in
the appndix were grouped under thirteen headings reflecting in most
instances the several components of the model of the teaching-learn-
ing process around which course discussions and a large home as-—
signment were based. In the assignment the students were asked to
illustrate the application of various psychological principles in
the planning of a teaching unit. An eclectic position was present-
ed in the course with principles and illustratias drawn from broad
bands of ideology emanating from cognitive, psychodynamic, and be-

havioristic~connectionist psychology,

<0
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Exhibit 2, Topies in Educational Psychology: Illustrative High-

h.

L‘9!

6hL.

71.

13-
2h.
25.

3k,
55.

17.

57.

59.
62.

High, Low-Low, High-Low, and Low=High Items As Regards
Pre-Teaching Versus In-Teaching Emphasis,

High-High Ttems

(2.30, 2.80, 1.90) Secondary components (of the teaching-learn-
ing model): school, familial, and community surroundings.,

(2.Lo, 2.80, 2.20) Individualizing learning: learning styles.

(2.L0, 2.70, 2.40) The motivational sphere: attitudes and be-
liefs, interests and preferences, the value system, needs and
motivational patterns.

h 7 7 B M
(2.50, 2,60, 2.20) The social spere and the self: socialization
and conduct, self and ego system, interpersonal relations.

(2.70, 2,60, 1.90) Social-economic-cultural variations (among
learners).

Low=Low Items

(1.80, 2.20, 2.20) Sharing the awareness of objectives with
the learner, . '

(1.90, 1.70, 1.60) The teacher's role in research and develop-
ment programs,

(1.70, 2,10, 1.90) The prablem of logistics in distributing the
resources for lesrning.

(.90, 2,10, 1.50) Illustrative curriculum reformlations.
(.90, 2,00, 1.60) Interaction between practice and research

through matual feedback,

High-Low Items

(2.60, 2,00, 2.10) Contributions from the psychology of devel-

opment (to learner growth and motivation).

(2.50, 2,00, 2.10) Basic conditicns of S-R legrning and their
implications for teaching: reinforcement and feedback,

(2.50, 1.90, 1.70) Chaining and verbal association: perceptual-
motor and skill learning. .

(2.50, 2.00, 2.20) Concept and principle learning.

(2.70, 2,10, 2.00) The cognitive sphere: sensory, perceptual,
iwaginal, ideational. .
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Low-High Ttems

16. (2.10, 2.70, 2.10) Forces for change in the learner: sources
of motivational arousal and direction: plans agd the struc-
ture of behavior,

20. (2.00, 2.70, 2.L40) Analysis of teacher-pupil interaction.

26. (1.30, 2.50, 1.80) The organization of the school: the ar-
rangement of learners and of teaching staff,

- 28. (1.80, 2.60, 2.20) Community influerces on goals, pupils,
’ teachers, curriculum, and teaching methods.

35, (2.10, 2.60, 2.,20) Sources of curricular enrichment in and
out of school,

The respondents! allocation of Pre-Teaching versus In-Teach-
ing emphasis tc topiceg in Educational Psychology confirms some of
the conclusions that may be ﬁrawn frcm,gn inspection of allocations
of teaching abilities. Several additional points of interest may
be noted,

Motivation and individualization come through as strong FPre-
Teaching and In-Teaching tcpics.

Research is agaiﬁ rated low and the study of curriculum re-
formulations , though acknowledgedly poorly mastered, are not seen
as needing emvhasis either in Pre-Teaching or In-Teaching training.

~Items related to basic psychological principles are more likely
-to be found in the Pre-Teaching emphasis group réther than the In-
Teaching category. -
Again, matters relating to the ongoing life éf-the schocl re-

ceive In-Teaching rather than Pre-Teaching emphasis.
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The third type of item consisted of brief statements in pre-
sciptive form of ideas, gleaned from the psychological literature,
that related to one or another phase of the teaching-learning pro-
cess. Exhibit 3. samples these items with ré;ect_tu relatively
extremé instances falling in each of the aforementioned quadrants
depicting the relationship between Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching

training emphasis.

Exhibit 3 confirms and extends observations noted with res-
pect to Txhibits 1 and 2. Learner motivation and cultural background
are referred to in items in the High-High category. Two instruction-
al items, one very broad and the other very specific, complete this
Eroup.

The low-low group are dominated by items on conditicning and
a related connectionistic item. The inclusion of the basicallyrimﬁ
portant work of Erikson is possibly explained by the widespread un-
familiarity with his ideas on the parf of teachers.

The items included in the High-=low grouping confirm the tendency
to allocate basic psychological study, both behaviorist and cognitive,
to the Pre-Teaching period.

The learner's aspirations and mental health needs, teacher roles,
and relationships with parents are seen as warranting In-=Teaching

training, with less emphasis in the Fre-Teaching period.

The fact that trends depicted in Exhibit 3 tend to agree with
those shown in Exhibite 1 and 2 suggests that the mean item valies,
though based on the judgments of a small number of respondents, can

point to consistent trends.

_ =3
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Exhibit 3. Fsychoeducational Proposals. Illustrative High-High,
Low-Low, High-low, and Low High Items As Regards
Pre-Teaching Versus In-Teaching Emphasis.

High-High Ttems

6. (2.50, 2.80, 2.40) 1In planning the motivation of a learning
unit, consider both the arousing of the interest and atten-
tion of the pupil and the channelling of the aroused "energy"
toward the achievement of the specific learning objectives,

7. (2.L0, 2.80, 2.h0) Vhere motivation among pupils appears to
be low, review the appropriateness of the curriculum and of
teaching procedures to the developmental needs of the age
group involwved,

15, (2.Lo, 2.80, 2.40) Consider how the wider culture and the
subculture to which the learner belongs may affect his learn-
ing.

30, (2,50, 2,60, 2,50) Viewing the teaching-learning process as
a cormunication system, consider the role of the several in-
structional media, including live media such as the teacher,
the pupils, and ancillary teaching personnel, that might
serve as information or channelling sources.

Lbi. (2.60, 2.50, 2.20) Once the common attributes of particulars
have been identified in the attainment of a concept, test
the learner's grasp of the concept by checking on his abili-
ty to determine its presence or absence in new instances
presented to him,

Low-Low Items

9, (2.00, 1.90, 1.60) In assessing the contribution of the edu-
cational program to the basic personality development of pupils,
apply criteria derived from Erikson's analysis of development-
al "crises" encountered at the several stages of growth,

28. (2.00, 1.90, 1.70) 1In analyzing the acquisition of conditioned
learning, note distinctions between instances where there are
shifts from one S to another 8 with the R remaining the same
and those where the shift is from one R to another R with the
S remaining the same.

34, (2.10, 1.80, 2.20) Consider the effects of generalization in
the institution of S~R connections and in theilr subsequent ap-
plication to new situations.

37. (2.10, 1.70, 1.80) Consider the application of the principles
of classical and instrumental conditioning to the motivational
and emotional aspects of the teaching-learning process. -

38. (2_00, 1.70, 1.70) In multiple discrimination learning, note
the relative emphssis needed on differentiating between S's
as against differentiating between R's,

L 1




22,

25,

L2,

L3.

L6,

12,

1k,

16.

21,

16

High-Low Items i
(2.LO, 2.10, 1.80) 1In setting the outcomes to be achieved in
the course of a specified learning unit, translate the stated
objectives into psycholcgical terms such as are stated in pub-
lished taxonomies of cognitive and afi'ective educational object-
ives.
(2.30, 2.00, 1.80) 1In teaching chains of S-R comnections, con-
sider ways of strengthening the several connections between the
links, as well as the linkizge of the individual stimuli with
their resgpective responses. ,

(2,L0, 2,30, 2,30) Employ advance organizers in aiding the learn-

er to get set structurally for cognitive experience to come.

(2.60, 2.30, 2.30) Consider the part that language and labelling
plays in comprehension and retention of knowledge, principles,
mental processes, and skills.,

(2.30, 2,10, 1.90) 1In learning by the problem-solving method,
provide prampts vhere the learner would otherwise be blocked

from the opportunity to proceed with needed practice in cone or
another phase of the total process.

Low-High Items

(2.10, 2.80, 2.20) In setting learning tasks and expected lev-
els of achievement, take intc account the learner's typical as-
piration level, and how it fluctuates in the face of success
and failure.

(2.00, 2.60, 2,30) Wherever appropriate, adapt the roles play-
ed by the teacher, both within and cutside his specific instruct-
jonal functions, to the wider objectives and ecircumstances of

the teaching_learning enterprise, .

(1.60, 2.70, 2.20) Review the emotional climate and the way the
sehcol is gcvernad in the light of the mental health needs of
the learners, both with a view toward minimigzing maladjustive
trends and maximizing productive, self-actualizing behavior.

(1.60, 2.80, 2.30) Note how the behavior and relationships of
parents and other' persons in the pupil's environment affect his
learning, and take such measures related to the observed condi-
tion as may be appropriate and feasible.

(.90, 2.90, 2.LO) Within the framework of the proposed prin-
ciples - and on cccasion, aside from their dictates - experiment
with variations in curriculum materials and approaches as a
possible basis for the discovery of improvements and as a means
for sustaining interest in teaching.



The technique of selecting and presenting sample items demon-
stratipng relative emphasis on Pre=Teaching and In-Teaching train-
ing seems to have proved instructive, but it is imprecise, The
matter of the relation between the characteristics of“itemz and
suggested training was pursued further in a manner to yleld cer-
tain numerical comparisons,

L. How does the Qrientatianmpfraﬁ.item toward basic Psychology
as distinsuished from educational application affect the sug-
gested piacement of the item? - -

Employing an analogy with engineering or medicine, professions
in which such basic disciplines as physies or physiology are con-
sidered to be indispensable components of pre-service training,
many teacher educators decfy the limited mastery of foundational
psychology that is expected in the preparation of teachers., Teach-
ers themselves have been known to acknowledge gaps in their psycho-
logical knowledge while at the same time favoring instruction or
supervisory help criente& toward immediately practical teaching or
management aids rather than "theoretical!" foundations of education-

al practice,

In order to document preferences as to the.plazament of the
more basic psychological ideas as contrasted with those deemed more
relevant to applicati@nai use, the Ul teaching abillties, 787topies
in Fducational Psychology, and the L8 psychoeducational ideas were
placed by the investigator in two categories: (1) those lemning to-

ward fundamental principles, and (2) those bearing more directly on
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educational practice. The number of items falling In sach of the

two categories for each item type is indicated in Table L.,

Table L. Number of Items Stressing Foundational Psychology As
Against Educational Application For Each Type of Item.
Aéyﬁe ?fritem - Psych. F;unﬁ. E@uc;léppiic; @@taiﬁ
Teaching Abilities 8 ' 36 Ly
Topics in Educ. Psych| L6 32 78
Psychoeduc. Proposals 30 18 L8
e | m e -

By employing an analysis of variance computer program it was

a simple matter to obtain for each criterion the means and stand=-

ard deviations of the respective distribﬁtiop of the mean ratings

of the Psychological Foundations and the Educational fipplication

items, Table 5 presents these mean and standard deviation values

for each item type and criterion based on the responses of the pi-

lot group

Table 5 -

of ten teachers,

Means and Standard Deviations of the Distributions for
Each Item Type and Criterion of Mean Item Values of Items
Stressing Psychological Foundations and Those Stressing
Educatienal Applicatlcns;

Type of Item Psvchnlcgical Feundatlonsrh~ Educational Applicatlsns

Pre-=T, In—T. Mastery Pre—T. _:ner; ﬁasteﬁg
Mean SD Mean SD|Mean SD Mean SD/Mean SO Mean SD

2.18 .22[2.LhL- .23{2.27 .23 | 2.17 .2h{2.55 .19 2.23 .38

Abilities
Topics |2.34 .21 2.27 .26|2.01 .20 | 2,18 .32|2.38 .26 2.11 .27
Proposals | 2.19 .18(2.20 .27|2.05 .2k | 2.19 .29|2.60 .22| 2.33 .23
All Items '2.27 .2112.27 .27|2.0L _eéi 2. 18"528 2.50 .2h 2.21 .32W
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Inspection of Table 5 reveals that, on the whole, Psychological
Foundations items receive the same rating emphasis for the Pre-Teaching
period as for the In-Teaching period, but that the Educational Appli~
cations items are considerably more heavily weighted for the In-Teach-
ing periecd as against the Pre-Teaching period. The difference in this
case ié more than one standard dev_jation wvalue. Thus, roughly 90 per
cent of Education items may be expected to exceed the mean of the Psych-

ology items as regards In-Teaching emphasis,

In the case of the Education items, the greater emphasis on the

In-Teaching period aprlies to all three types of items,

In the case of the Psychology items,the lack of an over_all dif-
ference between Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching emphasis does not apply
to the Abilitles items, where the In-~Teaching period is stressed, nor

to the Topics items, where the Pre-Teaching period is emphasized.

With respect to Mastery ratings he Educational Application items
are judged to have been more fully mastered, on the average, than the
Psychological Foundations items, with approximately two—thirds»of the
Education items exceeding the mean of the Psychology items. The dif-
ference in‘Mastery as between Psychology and Education items is great-

est in the case of the Proposal items.

The variabilities of the item dig_tributions, as measured by their
standard deviations, are quite uniform except for notably high wvalue

for the Abilities distribution of Educational Applications items,
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Comparisons between pairs of the various means depicted in
re ,
Table & argé;nted as sets of differences in Tables &, 7, and 8.
A
Also shown in these tables are the/mnbers of items involwed in

each comparison and the statistical significance of the differ-

ences.

" Table 6. Size and Statistical Significance of the Differences
Between Psychological Foundations and Educational Ap-
plications Item Groupings for Each Type of Item and
Rating Criterion

Compari son Nts p%ffergng; 1 Chégées”cirﬂéwii%£;¥énce

 Abilitiess - N T

Pre=Teaching 8,36 L0l | 0,106 Less than .50
In-Teaching 8, 36 .-gll —1.392. Less than .10
_Mastery 8,36 =-.10 |-0.700|  Less than .25
Topics: 7
Pre~Teaching L6,32 16 2.636 Lesé than .01
In-Teaching L6, 32 -.11 [-1.818 Less than ,05
Mastery u6, 32 -.10° |1.859| Less than .05 .
Proéésals: | ) R - B
Pre-Teaching 30,18 .00 | 0.000 .50
In-Teaching 30,18 -0 [-5.215 Less than N1
~ Mastery 30,18 =28 23,900 Less than .01
| A1l Items:
Pre-Teaching 8L, 86 .09 2.362 Less than .01
In-Teaching 84,86 | =-.23 [5.852| Less than .01
Mastery 8L,86 -.17 )1 019 Less than .01

29
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Table 6 indicates that, on the whole, the Psychological Found-
ations and the Educational Applicatio ns items arc most sharply dif=-
ferentiated with respect to In-Teaching and Mastery ratings, in both
cases showing greater emphasis upon Educational Applications. 1In
the case of the Pre-Teaching criterion, the emphasis ié upon FPsycho-
logical Foundations, but less sharply so, and is dus to a difference
in the Topics ratings and not to any noticeable distinctlan With res-—

pect to the Abilities or the Proposals items,

The Pre-Teaching versus the In-Teaching comparisons of Table 7

supplement these findings,

Table 7. Size and Statistical Significance of Differences Between -
Pre~Teaching and In-Teaching Means for Each Item Type and
for Fsychological Foundations and Educatlonal Applications
Item Groupings

- - . — —_— - e

Comparison N's |[Differencqg ¢ Chancer; of Ne Diiference

Psychéiogical Fcundations

Abilities 8,8 .26 [-2,163 Less than .03

Topics L6, 46 .07 l.408 Less than .10

N ”Propésals 30, 30 -.01 0,166 Less than ,05
M1 Ttems | eu,8h | .00 |o.00] .50 )

Educational Applications

Abilities 36,36 -.38 [|-7.36L Less than .0l

- Topics 32,32 ~e20 [=-2.706 Less than .01

. Propcsals 18,18 -0l [-lu.654 Less than .01
o Ttems | ss,e6 -.32  |-8.020 | Less than .01

Further findings are presented in Table 8, which shows dif-~

ferences between means for the several item types.

30
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Table 8. B5Size and Statistical Significance of the Differences
Between Means of Item Types for Each Rating Criterion
and for Fsychological Foundations and Educational Ap=
plications Item Groupings ,

QQmpariggp | Tnvs Difference] t lchahcesfbf yéiéiffereﬁée

Pé&éﬁclegieal Foundations
Pre~Teaching,
Abilities - Topics r 8,L6 | =.16 L1.9h2 Less than .05
Abilities - Proposals| 8,30 -.01  [-0.130| Less than .10

_ Topies - Proposals L6, 30 .15 3.185 Less than .01
In-Teaching:
Abilities - Topics 8,u6 «17 1.705 Less than .05
Abilities - Proposals 8,30 .24 2.243 Less than .02
Topics = Proposals L6,30 .07 1.118 Less than .20
Masterys:
Abilities — Topics 8,46 | .16 2.005 | Less than .03
Abilities - Proposals 8,30 .12 1.236 Less than .20
_ Topics - Proposals h6,30 | ~-.0L -0.011 Less than .50
Educational Applicaﬁions - o
Pre-Teaching:
Abilities -~ Topics 36,32 |- =.01 LO,1h5 Less than .50

Abilities - Proposals| 36,18 | -.02  [-0.26L Less than .50

Topics - Proposals 32,18 | =.01 ~0.107 Less than .50
In-Teachings: _
Abilities - Topics 36,32 <17 3,063 Less than .0l

Abilities - Propcsals 36,18 =.05 ~0,850 Less than .20
32,18 | -.22 =-2.977 Less than .01

Topics .~ Proposals

Mastery:
Abilities - Topics 36,32 .16 - 1.954L Less than .03
Abilities - Proposals| 36,18 | -.06 -0.605 | Less than .30

32,18 | -.22  |-2.861 | ILess than .01

Topies - Proposals

31
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It is evident from the findings presented in Tables L through 8
that the orientation of an item toward what has been termed Education-
al Applications as distinguished from Pgychological Fcundations af-
fects suggested placement in the Pre-Teaching or In-Teaching period.
There is a general tendericy to favor Educational Applications, par-
ticularly for the In-Teaching period. However, Psychological Founda-
tions items in the form of Topics are favored for the Pre~-Teaching
period, and a number of other distinctions have been presenteﬁ_ It
is clear from these findings that specific as well asAgeneral trends
need to be considered in the interpretation and application of the
reported analysis of teachers' judgments as to training emphasis.

5. How does the achool. of psycholosieal thought to which the item
refers aifect its 5upvested plaaement and 1ts mastery?

In the light of current urgings that the solution to problems
of education and teacher education lies in the adoption of one or an-
other school of psycholcgical thought, it was consiacred of interest
to ascertain how the pilot group ofteachers Judged items drawn from
the different schools. To that end, the L8 proposals, which had been

based on ideas representing various points of view, were classified

according to best fit in respect to their securce—in psychological
source as followa:

l, General: 12 items

2. Behaviorist-connectionist: 10 items

3. Psychodynamic psychology: 16 items
L., Cognitive psychology: 10 items

Table 9 lists the mwans and standard deviations of the item

ratings for each of the four categories.
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Table 9., Means and Standard Deviations of the Distributions for
Each Rating Criterion of the Mean Item Values Grouped
According to School of Psychological Thought

i ~ Means | Standard. Deviations
Source N | Pre.-T. In-T,. | Diff. | Hastery Pre.-T. 1In-T. [Hastery
General 12 | 2.21  2.39 |-.18 2.19 17 .32 .21
Behav.-Conn. | 10 | 2.1L 2.17 | -.03 2.0L .16 «36 .32
' psychodynamid 16 | 2.10  2.50 |-.L0 | 2.18 .26 .32 .30
Cognitive 10 | 2.36 2.25 .11 2.21 .19 .13 .26

- Although interpretations from so small a sampling of persons and
items must be considered highly tentative, several observations based

on Table 9 may be noted, if only for the purpose of speculation.

Behaviorist-connectionist items are judged to be the least well
mastered and receive relatively ;cw ratings in Pre-Teaching and In-
Teaching training émpﬁasis. .Psychodynamic items, dealing in good part
with the learner an&.his needs, are strongly recommended fer the In-
Teaching training period. The Pre-Teaching period receives .an edge

in the case of the Cognitive items.

Except in the case of the Cognitive items, the reported standard
:deviations-indicate less variability in the item ratings for the Pre-
Teaching period than for the In-Teaching period. The difference inr
%ariabiiity is greatest for the BehaviariEtaéonne%tignist items. The
size of the standard deviations may be used as an index of the degree

of caution that should be employed in generalizing from the means.
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In the sense of the dependability of results upon repeated

sampling of similar groups of items, the measures of statistical

significance of the cbtained differences reported in Table 10 may

add an interpretational dimension to the findings.

Size and Statistical Significance of Differences Entall-

Table-10. 7
: ing bre-Teaching and In-Teaching Ratings of Items Group~
ed According to School of Psaychological Thought: Proposals
ngg%;;scn ] N's ””ﬁééféféncef t Chénées gfiﬂcwpifféigggé
Pre-Teach. - In-Teach.: - ] ) ] )
General 12,12 -.18 [1.650| Less than .0S
Behav.=Connect, 10,10 -.03 -0.228 Less than .50
Psychodynamic 16.16 -.U0 [3.763 Less than .01
Cognitive | 10,10 .12 | 1.L36 Less than .10
Fre-Teaching:
Beh,-Con. - Psychodyn.| 10,16 Ol 0.L21 Less than .30
Beh.-Con.- Ccgrdtive 10,10 -.22 [-2.663 lLess than .01 ..
Psychodyr., - Cognitive| 16,10 =.26 |[-2.63L Less than ,01
In=Teaching: ) 7
Beh,-Con. -~ Pgychodyn. | 10,16 -.33 pP2.3LY Less than ,02
ﬁeh.iCen. ~ Cognitive | 10,10 -.08 [-0.628 Less than .30
Psychodyn. - chnitivé 16,10 .25 2.260 Less than .02
" Masterys:
ﬁeh,-ccn. - Psychodyn. | 10,16 -.1ly }1.084L Less than ;20
Beh.-Con, = Cognitive | 10,10 -.17 [1.238 Less than .20
Psychodyn. - Cognitive 716.10 -.03 }0.251 | Less than .50

34
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The preference for the In-Teaching period over the Pre-Teach-
ing period in the case of the Psychodynamic group of items is found

to be statistically significant.

As regards the Pre-Teaching period, the Cognitive group of
items prove preferred to a statistically significant degree over

" either the Behaviorist-Connectionist group or the Psychadynami¢ group.

Quite statistically significant, as regards the In-Teaching per-
iod is the greater preference of the Psychodynamic group of items E
over either the Behaviorist-Connectionist items or the Cognitive

items, taken as groups.

With regard to Mastery, comparisons of item groups are less sharp
in their statistical significance. However, Behaviorist-Connectionist
items tend to be rated lowver, on the average, than eit her the Psychody-

namic or the Cognitive graﬁps of items,

Thus, the findings reported in Tables ¢ and 10 have depicted a
number of respects in which the school of psychological thought to
which items refer affect their suggested placement and mastery rating.

"6, How does the aspect of the teaching-learning process to which
the item refes arfect its suggested placement and mastery?

Tiwo sets of data are presented in the attempt to throw light on
the question of the relation between suggeéted tféining-emphasis and
mastery on the one haﬁ§ with the aspecteof the learning process to
which the several items refer. The firsp divides the ﬁrcposal items

into three broad groups according to.their respective reference to
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(l)ileafﬂers; (2) curriculum selection, sequencing, and organization;
and (3) instructional or learning procedures. The second set of data
includes the Abilities and Topies items as well as the Proposals items,
and further, goes into a finer classification of the entire set of

170 items under ten headings as listed in Table 13. Any conclusions
from the data presented in this section will necessarily be subject

to the adequacy of item sampling under the several headings and to

the the meanings ascribed to each,

Table 11 presents the means and standrad deviations of the rating-
distributions according to the Pre-Teaching, In-Teaching, and Mastery
eriteria for each of the three broad subdivisions under which the

Froposals items were classified.

Table 11, Means and Standard Deviations of the Distributions for
Each Rating Criterion of the Mean Item Values Grouped Ac-
cording to Three Rroad Subdivisions of the Teaching-lLearn-
ing Process: Proposals .

— — Means - — Standard Deviations

Aspect N | Pre=T. In-T., ' Diff. I Mastery Pre-T. In-T. Magtery
Learners 16 2.09 2.60 -.51 2.23 26 «23 .25
Curriculum | 16 | 2.21 2.29 | -.08 2.13 17 «25 .29
Procedures | 16 | 2.27 2.17 .10 2.13 «20 W31 .28

The preeminent place assigned the items-pertaining to Learners
during the In-Teaching training period is the most striking finding
indicated in Table 11. Differences confined to the other. two éategafa
ies, namely Curriculum and Procedures, while existent, are not as
sharp, asthe entries iR fable 12 will shaw_in terms of the size and

statistical significance of the obtained differences,

36
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Table 1?2, Size and Statistical Significance of Differences En-
tailing Pre-~Teaching, In-Teaching, and Mastery Ratings
of Items Grouped According to Three Broad Aspects of
the Teaching-Learning Process

Comparison o Eigtrﬁiifqggnce t Qh;é;;;fofiﬁqiﬁifferencé

Pre-Teach, - In-Teach.:| - B -
Learners 16,16] -.51 [-5.698 Less than .01l
" Curriculum 16,16 -~.08 }1,027 Less than .20
Frocedures lé,ié .10 1.051 Less than .20
Pre-Teaching: o 1 -
Learners - Curriculum | 16,16 -.12 (1.498 Less than .10
Learners = FProcedures 16,16 -.18 24130 Leas than .02
CurriculumﬁPrccedureé 16,16 =.06 ~,0887 Less than .20
IﬁgTeachingz 7 1 -

Learners - Curriculum | 16,16 .31 3.539 Less than .01
Learners - Procedures | 16.16 L3 L.322 | less than .0l
Curriculum-Frocedures | 16,16 .12 1.168L4 Less than ;20
Masterys

Learners = Curriculum | 16,16 »10 1.013 Lessrthan «20
Learners - Procedures | 16,16 .10 1.033 Less than .20
Curriculum-Frocedures | 16,16 .00 | 0.000 | .50

In summarizing Tables 11 and 12 one might say.that,were the
ratings to be used as a basis for allocating items to Pre-Teaching
versus In-Teaching training, ifems relative to Learners would tend
to be placed in the In=Teaching péricd, while those pertaining eith-
er to Curriculum or Procedures in the Pre-Teaching period, Such a
conclusion, '6f course, would imply that the poblem of training al-

location is far simpler than it really is.
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One of the complexities of the prcblem of allocating items to
training periods relates to the dange£fgeneralized interpretations
based on samplings of particular items. Only an inspection of the
items assigned to each of the broad categories can convey the extent
to which the groupings represent internally consisent meaning and
conversely, the extent to which conclusions may be drawn only about

" individual items. The Appendix listing of the Proposals items along
with the others will enable the reader to draw his own conclusion in

this regard.

To obtain whatever advantage may be gained from a massing of
individual item —esults a finer classification of all 170 items ac~-
cording to aspect of the teaching-learning process to which they re-
ferred was made. Table 13 shows the number of items that fell Ender
each of the ten headings used in this claséificatian separately for

each of the three item types and for all the items combined,

Table 13. Number of Items Under Each Item Type Falling Within Each.

of Ten Detailed Aspects of the Teaching-lLearning Process

Number of Items
Aspect Abilities Topics Proposals |All Items
1. General Teach.-Learn. Model 1 15 1 17
2. Educ, Cbjectives , L 11 2 18
3, Learner Devel. & Readiness h 9 8 21
i, Learner Motiv.:Psychodynamics 2- s h 11
5. Teacher-Pup. Roles & Interact, 8 6 3 17
6. Curric. Select. & Organization L 9 L 17
7. Gen. Teach,-Learn, Procedunres 3 8 6 17
8. Contrib.: Cognitive Psych, 7 3 7 17
¢. Contrib.: Behav,-Conn. Pgych. 1 s 11 17 .
10. Indiv. Diff. & Exceptionality 10 7 1 18
Total . l b 78 - L8 170

# Two of these items were later reclassified under Aspect L,
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Although the inspection of the means of item group ratings
based en single item types revealed a high degree of consistency,
the Aspect categories for item types taken one at a time ylelded
in many instances what seemed to be too small a number of items
to provide dependable results. Hence only the findings based on
the combination of the three types are reported in Table 1L, which
lists the means and standard deviations of the distributions for
each rating criterion of the mean ltem values of all items, group-
ed according to the ten-category classification of items previously
described.

Table 1h. Means and Standard Deviations of the Distributions for
Each Rating Criterion of the Mean Item Values for 411

Items grouped According to Ten Detailed Aspects of the
Terching-~Learning FProcess

Aspect N| Pre-T. In§$?2§ifﬁ.’ﬁastery §§§2§§£gﬁ£%¥i§§%§g§y
1. Gen. T-L Model | 17| 2.25 2,31 [-.06 | 1.99 | Lo .23 | b1
2. Bduc. Objectived 18| 2.14 2.L0 |[~.26 2.05 | .2L .2h U3
3, Learner Devel. 21} 2.26 2;&9‘ -.23 2.21 | .19 .28 .31
L. Learner Motiv, : 11{ 2.21 2.57 |=-.36 2.19 | .26 21 .25
5. Roles & Interactl 17| 1.99 2.58 |-.59 2.29 26 24 36
6. Cur. Sel. & Org.| 17| 2.23 2.39 |-.16 | 2.22 | .18 22 | .30
7. Gen. Teach. Proct 17| 2.32 2.31 | .01 2.19 .19 .28 .36
8. Cognitive Contr.| 17| 2.3L 2.29 .05 2,21 +23 <2l c??
9, Beh.-Conn. Contr/) 17| 2.18 2.08 .10 1.99 % = .31 23
10, Ind. Differences| 18| 2.32 2.L3 [-.11 | 1.92 | .22 = .22 | .36
Total 170 | 2.23 2.38 |-.15 | 2.12 | .25 .28 | .29

39



31

The statistiscal significance of the differences between the Pre-
Teaching and In-Teaching means shown in Table 14 are listed in

Table 15,

Table 15, Size and Statistical Significance of the Differences
Between Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching ratings for All
Items Crouped According to Ten Detailed &spects of
the Teaching-Learning .-Process

dspect N's |Differencg t Ghancegrgffxo dfference
1. Gen. T-L Model 17.17 -.06 |-0.520 Less than .25

2. Educ. Objectives | 18,18 -.26 |=3.167 lLess than .01
3« Learner Dovel. 21,21 -.23 [-3.0L2 Less than .0l
L. Learner Motiv. 11,11 -.36 —B‘bié Less than .01

5. Roles & Interactd 17,17 -.59 6,682 less than .01l

6. Cur. Sel. & Org. | 17,17| =-.16 |=2.253| Less than .02
7. Gen Teach. Proc, | 17,17 «O1 0.118 Less than .50
8. Cognitive Contr. | 17,17 .05 0.602 Less than .30
9. Beh.-Conn. Contr. 17,17 .10 |1,101| Less than .20

10. Ind. Differences| 18,18 -.11  j1.h61 Less than .10

The most striking finding noted in Tables 1)L and 15 is the
size of the Pre-Teaching versus In-Teaching difference fqr items
in the category of Roles and Interaétisng In the case of this
set of items the Pre-Teaching mean is the lowest for an? category
while the In-Teaching mean is the highest. The frequency of role
and interpersonal relationship items in the illustrative lists
of Low=High items in Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 confirms this finding

in qualitative form,
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Two categories of items affecting learners are also strong
as regards preference for In-Teaching training, as is the one
pertaining to Bducational Objectives. The basic psgychological

items tend to receive slightly more Pre-Teaching emphasis,

Mastery is considered weakest, on the average, with respect
" to genéral items relative to the teachingélearning_modal, to educa=
tional objectives, to behaviorist-connectionist contributions, and
to individual differences and exceptionality.

7. How does the technical difficulty of the item affect its sug-
gested placement? -

In Table 3, self-reported mastery of items was seen to have a
moderate correlation with In-Teaching ratings and only a slight
correlation with Pre-Teaching ratings. It-may be noted that an
item may be poorly mastered for éne or more of a number of reasons.
Thias, it may be considered unimportant and hencé unworthy of study.
Or, despite acknowledgement of importance, it may have been{neglecté
ed in previous training or experience. Or, it may simply be difficult

to acquire because of inherent technicality or abstractness.,

To learn more about the operation of the last named factor,
the Proposals items were placed in three categories according to
their technical difficulty as judged by the investigator. The Judged
difficulty of ideas as well as terms included in fhe 1tem entered into

the decision as to the itém‘s classification.
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Table 16 gives the means and standard deviations of the
distributions of mean item values for each rating criterion and
each category of technicality.

Table 16. Means and Standard Deviations of Distributions of

Mean Item Values for FEach Rating Criterion and Each
Gateporv of Item Yechnic )

— Feans s 'ﬁStandard Dav1atiQns'7
Technicality| N|Pre-T. In-T.[Diff.[Mastery| Pre-T. In-T. Mastery
Low 16| 2.15 2.L9 | =.3L 2.24 2k .24 «20
Intermediate |{16| 2.26 2,45 |-.19 2.29 | .25 .31 eéB
‘High 16| 2.16 2,11 | .05 1.9h | .15 .26 .25
Total B dé 72;i9 24 35”4;:iéi é;ié .2é477 7.31 77;é%1 ]

Table 16 reveals that the technicality of an item has a
bearing on whether an item is given greater or lesser emphasis
as between the Pre~Teaching and the In-Teaching period. The
less technieal items clearly receive In-Teaching preference.

- There is a s-ight tendency to place the most technical items in
the Pre-Teaching period. The statistical significance of the
differences between the two periods is shown in Table 17.

Table 17. Size and Statistical Significance of the Differences

Between Pre~Teaching and In-Teaching Ratings of Items
Grouped ﬁcccrd;ng to Their Teehnicality. Praposals

FAVCDgﬁafiécn N‘s ' Differencel t ) Ghances cf Nc Blfferencer
Technicality:s
Iow 16,16 -.3L -3.886 Lless than .0l
Intermediate | 16,16 -.19 [~1.850 Less than .05
High 16,16 .05 o] 6q6 Less than .30
Tat?;,,,;, 18,18 | 7 Tf%é i -2,893 7iWLESSV;£;$7.Dl -
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Table 18 indicates the size and statistical significance of
the differences in the mean values of Low versus High Technicality
items for each of the three rating criteria applied to Proposals

items,

Table 18. Size and Statistical Significance of the Differences
Between Low and High Technicality Ratings for Fre-Teach-
ing, In=Teaching, and Mastery Rating Criteria: Proposals

—

rgcméériééér N's 5if£gfé;;é t Ghaﬁées,gﬁchibifféfgéce
Criterion:
Pre-Teaching | 16,16 -.01 k0.137 Less than .50
In-Teaching | 16,16 .38 h.167 less than .01
Mastery 16,16 .28 |3.636| Less than .01

Tables 17 and 18 elaborate on the information contained in
Table 16. Tnhe extremes of Techicality do not yield a significant
difference in Pre-Teaching ratings., Mastery, like the In-Tesching

criterion shows a marked relationsaip with Technicality.

A finding of irregularity in trend with regard to the Inter-
mediate Technic :lity ratings suggests that items so placed tended
to evoke additional considerations in the mind of the investigator
as he judged the technicality of items. A later presentation of
interrelastionships among item characteristics may thrcw.scme light
on this matter. That the tendency to show little differentiation
between the Low and the Intermediate Techmicality items is not sim-
ply é matter of chance is demanstrated by the fact other groups in
related studies followed the same pattern in applying criteria of
the Importance, the Application, and the Comprehensibility of items.
Among the groups studied was a composit group of 78 urban, suburban,

and ¥Yural teachers. . e

A3



35

8. How deces interaction among the several item characteristics
afrect ine relation of individual characteristics to the
suggested placement oif items?

The reported relation between Low Technicality of items and
In-Teaching emphasis raises a further question., When teachers
tend to choose the less technical items for placement in the In-
Teaching training period, is it because of the lesser technicality
of the items, per se, or because items préferred, perhaps, for oth-
er reasons hapven to be less technical? An examination of the re-
lationships among a number of the item characteristics may bring

us closer to an answer,

Table 19 shows the relation between the categories of Technicali-
ty under which the Proposal items were placed and those of several
other item characteristics,

The téble shows, for example, that the Foundatiénal Psychalcgy
items tended to fall most frequently in the High Technicality cate-
gory, while the Educational Applications items are to be found in
the two less technical greups.. Had there been no assoaiatién, one
might have concluded that Technicality, rather than the other item

charscteristic, 15 a major determinant of In-Teaching versus Pre-’

Teaching placement. Now one has to keep open the possibiliity that

it is the Foundational versus Applicational distinction that is af-

fecting the result.

The potential role of other ahanygctefistics'cén be traced by
consulting the other segments of TableVIQ. Thus, the General cate-
gory under School of Psychology tends to be associatea'with Low -
Technicality while the Behévierist—Ganneetianist School is related
to High Technicality. Other noteworthy observations incluée the
low,fréquency with which items referring to learners fall in the
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Table 19. For Each Category of Technicality the MNumber of Items
Falling in Each Category of Other Item Characteristica:

Proposals
*’ T ] T ZTechnicality B
Catego: Low Intermediate High |Total
— - - _ 7 , — - ""’7" , - ' )
Foundational Psych. vs. Educ. Applications
Foundational Psychology 9 7 1k ] 30
Educational Applications o 7 g 2 18
School of Psychology -
General . 8 2 2 [ 12
Behaviorist-Connectionist 1 2 7 10
Psychodynamic 5 7 L 16
, Cognitive 2 s 3 10
Quadrant_of Scattergram of Pre-Teaching-In-Teaching Placement
High=-High 3 7 3 13
High~Low L L S 13
lLow-High T 3 0 10
Low-Low B 2 2 8 12
General Aspects of the Teaching-Learning Process
Learners 7 7 2 16
Curriculum s 3 8 16
Frocedures , L 6 6 16
Specific Aspects of the Teaching-Learning Process
General Teaching-Learning Model: Feedback 0 o) 1 1
Educational Objectives ‘ 1 o 2 3
Learner Dsvelopment & Readiness 2 1 3 6
Learner Morivation: Psychodynamics 2 L 2 6
Teacher~Pupil Roles and Interaction 1 2 O 3
Curriculum Selection and Organization 2 1 1 L
General Teaching-Learning Procedures L 1 1 6
Contributions: Cognitive Psychology 1 L 2 7
Contr.: Behaviorist-Connectionist Psych, 3 2 6 il
~ Individual Differences & Exceptionality 0 1 0 -
All Items
Toetal 16 16 16 | us




High Technicality group and the high incidence of Curriculum items
in that category. The fact that ten groupas are employed under the
Specific Aspects of the Teaching-Learning Process results in so few
items in any one group as to make the drawing of conclusions hazard-

ous,

~ : + -,

Tenvous as conclusicns from any part of Table 19 may be, <nc
tracing of the thread ot the e lation between Technicaliiy and o
other item characteristics servea to capture a sense of the complex
manner in which an itenls characteristics may operate in affecting
judgments regarding the item. Results such as thase, particularly
vwhen obtained on a larger scale, may serve to generate hypotheses,
both expiéhatary and constructive, relative teo attitudes toward the
training elements, whether in the form of proposals, topics, or

competencies,

Besides relationships with Technicality, a number of other
item characteristics interrelationships may be noted. Thus, Table
20 indicates how items in each of the Pre-~Teaching vs. In-Teaching
quédrant positions were claséified with respect to four other item

characteristics.

Among the findings of Table 20 is'tne interesting observation
that all 12 of the Proposals items placed in the Low-Ilow category
were of the Foundational Psychology type, All of the School of
Psychology groups are included in both theHigh-High and the Low-
Low classeéz. Items dezling with Learners are again well represcntcd%
in High In-Teaching placement. The Behaviorist-Gonnectiondlst items

contribute heavily to the Low-low class.
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Table 20. For Each Quadrant of the Pre-Teaching Versus In-Teaching :
Scattergram the Number of Items Falling in Each Category
of Other Item Characteristics: Proposals

Pre-Teaching vs. In-Teaching
Category {H;gng%gh High-Low Low-High Low-Low [ Total
Foundational Psychology vs. FEduc. Applications
Foundational Psychology 6 9 3 12} 30
Educational Applications ' 6 ’ 5 7 (o} 18
T T WrSchcol cfiPsyéﬁélcgy '
General L 73 3 2 12
Behaviorist-Connectionist 3 1 1 5 10
Psychodynamic L 3 6 3 16
Cognitive 2 6 o 2 10
General Aspects of the TeachingiLegggingWng§e§s-
Learners 5 0 9 2 16
Curriculum . 5 6 1 L 16
Procedures 3 T o 6 16
Specific Aspeets of the Teaching-lLearning Process
Gen. Teaching~Learning Model 1 0] 0 0 F 1
Educational Objectives 0 2 1 0 3
Learner Davelopment & Readiness 1 1 2 2 6
Learner MoPivation: Psychodynamics 3 0 3 0 6
Teacher-Pupll Roleg and Interaction Q 0 3 0 3
Curriculum Selection and Organigzation 1 1 1 1 L
General Teaching-Learning Procedures 2 L o] 0 6
Contributions: Cognitive Psychology 2 L o 1 7
Contributicens: Behav,-Conn. Fsych. 2 2 0 7 11
Individual Tiffs. & Exceptionalities 1 0 o o 1
All Ttems
Total : 13 13 10 12 L8

Table 21 shows the distribution of the Foundational Psychology
and the Educational Applications items in relation to their grouping

in tems of other item characteristics;
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Table 21. For Psychological Foundations and Educational Applica-
tions Items the Number of Items Falling in Each Category
of Other Characteristics: Proposals

Category Psych, Found, Educ, Applic, Total
] - School of Psychology " "
General ! 8 L 12
Behaviorist-Connectionist ; 8 2 10
Psychodynanic _ 7 9 16
Cognitive T 3 10
General Aspects of the TeachingeLeafning,Erogg§s
. T P T T b
Learners 7 9 16
Curriculum 12 L 16
Procedures 11 5 16
Specific Aspects of the Teaching-Learning Frocess

General Teaching-Learning HModel ¢} 1 1
Educational Objectives 1 2 3
Learner Development & Readiness Iy z 3
Learner Motivation: Psychodynamics 3 3 6
Teacher-Pupil Roles and Interaction o 3 3
Curriculum S=lection & Organization 3 1 L
General Teaching-Learning Procedures 5 1 6
Contributions: Cognitive FPsychology L 3 7
Contributions: Behav.-Conn. Psych. 10 1 11
Individual Diffs. & Exceptionalities 0 1 g
' - All Ttems . o
Total ) 30 18 L8

Table 21 reveals that the Psychological Foundatimns items are
drawn from all the schools of Psychology in essentially chance pro-
portions except for the Psychodynanic éategcry, which contributes
more than chance expectancy to the Educational Epplications items.

Of the General Aspects of the Teaching-Learning Process, the
Learners category contributes relatively strongly to Educational Ap =
plications,

The most notable observaticnresarding the Specific Aspects of the
Teaching-Learning Process is the heavy proportion of Behaviorist-Con-

nectionist Psycholecgy items in the Psjrhological Found-tions group.

a8
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Tables 22 and 23 conclude the presentation of data concerning
the interrelations among the item characteristies. Table 22 relates
t@ .
categories of School of Psychology,both Gene.al and Specific Aspects

of the Teaching-Iearning Process. Table 23 shows the relation be-

tween the General and the Specific Aspectis.

o¥
Table 22, For Each Category gf School  Psychology the Number &f Ttems -
Falling in Each Caterory of General and c. Specific Aspects
of the Teaching-learning Process: Proposals
School of Psychologv
Category Gen. Beh.-C. Ps'dy. Cog. Total
. ” General Aspects o T
Learners T - 3 1 12 0 16
Curriculum 5 6 1 b 16
Procedures - L 3 3 6 1o
Specific Aspects
Gen. Teaching-Learning Model 0 1 0 0 ;
Educational Objectives 1 0 2 0 3
Learner Development and Readiness 2 0 Y 0 6
Learrer Motivation: Psychodynamics 0 0 6 0 6
Teacher-Fupil Roles and Interaction o 1 2 0 3
Curriculum Selecticn and Orranization 2 0 o 2 L
General Teaching-Learning Procedures h 0 O 2 6
Contributions: Cognitive Psychology 0 0 1 6 [
Contributions: Behav.-Conn, Psych. 2 8 1 0 11
Individual Diffs & Exceptionalities 1 0 0 0 1
All Ttems
Total 12 10 16 10 18

Table 23. ' For Each General Aspect of the Teaching-Learning Process
' the Num‘'er of Ttems in Each Specific Aspect of the Teach=
ing Learning Process: Proposals

’ : General Aspect
Category Learners ' Curric. Proc. Total

Specific Aspects

General Teaching-Learning Model
Educational Objectives

Learner Developrent and Readiness
Learner Motivation: Psychodynamics
Teacher-Pupil Roles and Interaction
Curriculum Selection and Organization
General Teaching-Learning Procedures
Gontributions: Sopmytive Povghology
Individual Diffs. & EﬁceptianalitieEi
Total 49 .

[
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That the interrelationas among item characteristics and their
relstion to ;elative emphasis on Pre-Teaching versus In-Teaching
training arelbgth complex is evident from Tables 19 through 23, and
gleo from Exhibit L, which shows the positive asscciatioﬂs graphical-

ly.

As one examines the overall picture of interconnections, it
becomes clear that certain simﬁlifying threads of relationship may
be discerned. Thus, the Low-Low quadrant is seen to pick up Psycho-
logigallFoundations items, items High in Technicallity, Behaviorist-
Connectionist Aspects of tﬁe Teaching-~Learning Proéess, and Proceaure
Aspects, The High TEQhﬁicality and the Behaviorist-Cornnectionist Aspacts
< are themselves connected. Hence, a fairly consistent sub-pattem of

relationship emerges.

This means, of course, tﬁat the categories involved have a num-
ber of items in common. Causal or interactional relations can only
be speculated about. Thus, one may choose to think that the Techni-
cality characteristic may have a causal relation to the Low place-
ment ratings in both PreﬂTaaéhing and In=Teaching training. On the
other hand, the relation between Techﬁicality'and the Behaviorist=-
Connectionist source of items may be attributed to what one might
term definitional association resulting from the judged belief that
material from this school of Pgrchology tends to be high in techniQV

. cality,

That High-High placement items tend to be of Intermediate
Téchhicality and are seen to be quite evenly spread over the ca@gﬁ

gories of the various item characteristics suggests that the judges

20
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Exhibit L. Interrelations Among Item Characteristics and Pre-Teaching vs. In~Teaching Quadrant
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are responsive to multiple factors embedded in the item character-
istics. Thus the basis for relative rejection is more sharply

focused that for positive e¢mphasis, .

The distinction between the High-low and the Low-High categor-
ies follows a pattern of a sort. Earlier training tends to be
~suggested for Psychological Foundations items, with Cognitive items,
and with Procedure Aspect items. Reccmmenﬁatien for later, In-Teach-
ing training tend to be made for Educational Applications items,

Psychodynamic items, items about Learners, and Low Technicality items.

If the findings had to be summérized in a single statement, one
might say that the teacher respondents would place the hard-nosed
psychological study primarily in the Pre-Teaching period and the
more humanigzed material in the In-Teaching period. However, the
distinctionlshculd not be overdrawn; nor should the findings with
the present sampling of persons and items be over-gencralized, Fur-
ther, +the practical question as to how the judgments of the teachers
can be best utilized in the decision making process as it affects

teacher education ‘needs still to be considered.

9. VWhat crogs-groun relations hold between Mastery, Pre~Teaching,

and In- Teachlnﬂ Ratings and ratings oi the ComDrEhenslon, _Jm=
portance, and Application of the rrcucsals items?

wWithout prejudice as to pragmatic conclusions to be drawn
from the findings reported, the internal consistency and compati-
bility of these :.ndings suggzest fairly good dependability des-
pite the small size of thé r esent group. To check further on de-

pendability and to add relational information that may prove help-



Lk

ful interpretively, present group Jjudgments were correlated with a
number of criterial ratings made by previous groups.

Table 24 indicates moderately high ccrrelaéians between item
Mastery ratings of the present group and comparative item Comprehension
ratings of three previous groupings of respondents consisting of ur-
ban, suburban, and rural teachers respectively. The correlations
are based on the L8 Proposals items, as a unit and subdivided into
30 Psychological Foundatias items and 18 Educational Applications
items. It will be noted that the resultant coefficients tend.fo be
somewhat higher when groups either of persons or of ik ems are com-
bined.

Table 24. Coefficints of Correlation Betﬁtgn Item Mastery Ratings
of the Present Teacher Grcup. with Itcm Comprehension

Ratings of Previous Teacher urcups: Proposals

Coefficient of Correlation
Previous Group N Psych. Items Educ. Items ﬁﬁllﬂlts@s
Urban Teachers 37 .599 .591 688
Suburban Teachers | 23 .596 .603 .695
Rural Teachers 8| +6L1 _eBh3 692
Gombiﬁed Group 78 .6h3 617 . 7h3

The relatively higﬁ correlations of Table 2L are gll the more
indicative of dependability of Mastery ratings in view of certain
differences between the present group and the previous groups.

For cnerthing, the present group responded to the inquiry forms

at the conclusion of a course in Advanced Eduecational Pgychology

whereas members of the previous groups had either not taken the

course or were given the instrument at the outset of t he course.
group :

Moreover, the presentﬁhad a considerably larger proportion of

secondary school teachers than did the previous groups, the first
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two of which were confined almost entirely to elementary school
teachers. Further, the criterial question was worded somewhat dif-
ferently, referring in one case to Mastery, and in the other to

Comprehension.

Despite these differences, the mean item values tend to main-

tain their same relative position from group to group,.

It has been shown in Table 3 that Mastery ratings have a higher
correlastion with In-Teaching ratings than with Pre-Teaching ratings.
Correspondingly, item Comprehension responses of certain previous
groups manifest similar but more striking differences in correlations
with Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching ratings made by the present group.

These cross-group correlations are listed in Table 25.

Table 25, Coefficients of Correlation of Fre-~Teaching and In-Teach-
ing Ratings of the Present Group with Item Comprehension
Ratings of Previous Teacher Groups: Proposals

Coefficient of Correlation
Psych, Items [Educ. Items } A1l Ttems
Previous Group| N Pre-Teach.~In-T.|Fre-T,~In-T.| Pre-T.-In-T,
fgiU?ééégéeacﬁefs 77;7 7 7;33977;8l34h -.007 .6?& 7.1b8 gé2h
Suburban 23| .79 .780 +051 669 | (232 .813
Rural 118 .35k .709 | .0ho .579 | .175 .7hL3
_Com:ined Group |78 .L11  .820 024  .687 | 191 .835

Thus, the Combined Group Fre-Teaching and In-Teaching correla-
tions with Comprehension of ,191 and .S535 respectively are seen
to differ from one another more sharply than do the corresponding

correlations in Table 3 of .289 and .720 for the Pre-Teaching and
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In-Teaching ratings of the Proposals items; based on Mastery.

Of additional interest in Table 25 are the essentisl similari-
ty of results for the urban, suburban, and rural groups, and the
less marked difference between Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching correla-
tions for the Psychological Foundations items as compared with

those for the Educational Applications items.

The pattern of cross-group relationships entailing the three
criterial ratings of the present group with Comprehension ratings
of certain previous groups, as shown in Tables 2l and 25, is essen-
tially repeated when Importance ratings are substituted for Compre-
hension ratings. 'The correlations with Importance ratings are set
forth in Table 26.
Table 26, Coefficients of Correlation Between Mastery, Pre-Teaching,

and In-Teaching Ratings of the Present Group with Item
Importance Ratings of Previous Teacher Groups: Proposals

Coefficients of Correlation 7
Psych, Items [ Educ. Items All Items
Previous Group N| Mas. Pre-T. In-T.| Mas, Pre-T. In-T. Mas., Pre-T. In-T,

Urban Teachers|37| .681 .L15 . 793 584 -,036 .720 | .7hO .173 .8LO
Suburban 23| .621 .L22 .7hL3 87 .191 .532 | .691 .250 .787
Rural 18| .60% .230 .681 613 L1311 .612 | 696 .15)  .7LS

Combined Group 78| .67% .382 .790 | .612 .074 .689 |.7L3 .195 .835

When the criterion te be used by the previous groups in judging
the items is changed to refer to the extent to which the item is ap-~
plied in teaching practice, the correlationsof this Application rating with

present group ratings of Mastery remain roughly as with Comprehension
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and Importance. However, the correlations of Appllcs=tion ratings
with Pre=Teaching and In-Teaching ratings are quite different, as

indicated in Table 27.

Table 27. Coefficients of Correlation Between Mastery, Pre-Teaching,
and In-Teaching Ratings of the Present Group with Item
Application Ratings of Previous Teacher Groups: rroposals

Coefficients of Correlation

Psyeh, Items Educ. Items All Items
Previous Group| N| Mas. rre=T. In-T.| Mas, rre-T. In-T.| Mas, Pre-7, In-T.

Urban Teachers|{37| .630 .h3L .690 .595 ,280 .L6L .725  .307 -Tii
Rural 18| .651 .3L8 .625 | .715 .3LO .h13 | .721 .306 .630

167 693 | 632 .35 LL36 | .7W1 .353 702

Combined Group 73 .701

It is evident from Table 27 that the sharp distinctions between
Pre-Teaching and In-~Teaching coefficients previously shown as resulting
from the use of elther the Comprchension or the Importance ratings do
not apply when the Application criterion is employed. This is particu-

larly noticeable with respect to the Educational #pplications items.

The shift in the relation of Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching relations
with the several criteria is more clearl& shown in Table 28, which pre-
sents in a rearranged pattern data already listed in Tables 25 to 27,

In this table the differances between the Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching
coefficients are shown for each criterion and for each previous group

of respondents,

o6
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Table 28, Differences Between Correlations of Pre-Teaching and
In-Teaching Ratings by the Present Group with Compre-
hension, Importance, and Application Ratings by rPre-
vious Teacher Groups: Froposals

Correlations and Differences
Comprehension ~ Importance Application
Previaus Grgup Fre-T, In-T. Liff. |Pre-T. 1n-T. Diff, |Pre-T. In-T. Diff.

Urban Teachers: i

Fsych. Items .339  ,823 -.L7h L15  ,793 =.379 cel3y  .690 -,256
Educ. Items =,007 .675 -.658 -.036 .720 -.694 .280 L6l -,181

All Items L8 .82h -.676 173 .8Lo -.667 | .307 .711 -.LOL

Suburban Teachers:
Psych. Items 479 780 -.311 22 ,7h3 -.321 L5U7  .670 -.113
Educ, Items 051 669 -.618 «191 .532 -.3L1 .365 .301 .O6L
All Items .232 .813 -.581 | .250 .787 -.537 | .LO3 .6L9 -.2L6

Rural Teachers:
Psyeh. Items «35Lh 709 -.3L5 .230 .68l -.L51 +3L8 625 -.277
 Educ. Items O0L0  .579 -.539 .131 .612 -.L479 | .3L0 .L13 -.073
All Items «175 .7L3 -.568 151 .7L5 -.5%L «306 630 -.324

-Coﬁbined Group:

Psyﬁh. Items ;Llll -8?0 --LIDQ i382 i790 "-Llad -hé? 6693 —-2?6

e
Educ. Items .02l  .687 -.663 O7Lh  .689 -.615 (] .35h JL36 -,082
All Items .1 .835 ~.64L: .195 ”,835 f,ého .353 . 702 fg3h9if

in Table 28 several observations are clearly discernible. In 35
of 36 comparisons the Pre-Teaching correlation is lower than the In-
Teaching correlation. In all instances the correlation for Education-
al Appliecations items is lower than that for Psychological Foundations
items, due inpart, perhaps, to the smaller number of items in the for-

mer category. Finally, and somewhat difficult to explain, is the re-

o7
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duced difference between Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching correlations
for the Application criterion as compared with the two other criter=-
ia, It will be necessary to introduce additional considerations at
a later time to provide at least a hypothetical interpretation of

the last observation,

Heénﬁhile, the comparison of ratings of the present teacher
group with a group of eight supervisors and teacher trainers may
prove of interest. The Staff group, socalled, were asked to judge
the Froposals items according to three criteria: Comprehension by
téachers, Importance in teaching, and Application by teachers. Table
29 gives the correlations of the mean item ratings by the Staff group

with those of the present teacher group.

Table 29, Coefficients of Correlation Between Mastery, Pre-Teaching,
and In-Teaching Ratings of the Present Group with Ratings
of Comprehension, Importance, and Application IMade by a
Staft’ Group of Supervisors and Teacher Trainers: Proposals

" —  CoelTicients or Correlation
Criteria and Items|Comprehension Importance [ Application
7 Mastery: ) B )
Psych. Items +537 607 +593
Educ. Items 676 +320 Lk
A1l Items 1 W659 ! .620 4 .630
Pre-Teaching: .
PFsych. Items .LO7 «326 .272
Educ. Items »07L 196 .318
A.;_l Items - -217 ) . 7.37'40 _ o L ;251
In-Teaching: 7 7
Psych. Ttems 596 .510 L2l
Educ, Items 666 “ £230 . .284
A1l Ttems 68 573 513

o8
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Making allowance for the small size of the Staff group and using
a rough scale of comparison, Table 29 is seen to indicate that the
supervisors and teacher trainers sampled agree with the present
teacher group in the extent of matching of the several sets of rat-
ings in much the same way as do the previous teacher groups - with
two exceptions of note: (1) the Educational Applications items in
the Importance column show a disaéreement as between_Staff and pre-
vious teacher groups; and (2)4teacherateacher correlations show
close correspondence between the Comprehension and Importance cri-
teria, whereas the Staff-teacher correlations tend to show agree-
ment between the Importance and the #pplication criteria, These
exceptions do not affect striking differences previously noted be-
tween the relative inferiority of Pre-Teaching correlations to In-
Teaching correlations where either the Fsychological items:or All

Items are considered,

On the whole, Tables 2l through 29 support a general thesis
of high consistency across groups of raters, with several particu-

lar exceptions as noted,

10. What relation holds between Pre-Teaching versus In-Teaching
tralnlnz Ppreference on the oneé hand ana immediate versus long-
range neeg to study topics in Lﬂucat;anal Pﬁychologv on the

other?

Data prm sented to this point have indicated certain relation-
ships btween the Mastery, Pre-Teaching, and In-Teaching ratings of-
tle Proposals items by the present graip and the Comprehension, Im-

portance, and Application ratings by several previous teacher groups
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and a Staff group., We turn now to a series of cross-group relation-
ships relative to a second type of item, namely, Topics in Education-

al Psychology.

Whereas the present graﬁp of teachers Judged the 78 listed Togrics
in Educational Psychology in terms of théir Mastery and the extent to
- which Pre-Teaching training and In-Teaching training should contribute
to mastery, several previous teacher groups and a'graup of curricuium
workers were asked to respond to the items according to the need on
the part of teachers to study the topics in relation (1) to the more
iﬁmediate improvement of their teaching; and (2) to the lonz-range de-
velcpment of a fully comuetent master teacher. By correlating the Pre-
Teaching and In-Teaching training ratings with the Immediate and long-
Range need to study ratings it was hoped t@at some light might be

thrown on tire subjective meaning of each,

Table 30 sets forth the gorrelaticns between present-group Mastery,
Pre-Teaching, and In-Teaching ;atings and Immediate and Langaﬂange need-
to-study ratings at the beginning.and the end of a course in Advanced
Educstional Psychology by one group of 12 teachers in the Spring of 1970
and another group of 20 teachers in the Summer of 1970. The tabié!
.glves the ﬁnweighted average correlations of the two groups combined,
averag;ng the beginning and end of course ratings as well. The results
are shown for the Psychological Foundations items and the Educational
Applications items separately and for All Items. Differences betw;en
correlations for Immediaté and long-Range ratings and for Pre-Teach~

ing and In-Teaching ratings are also indicated.
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Table 30. Coefficients of Correlation Between Mastery, Pre-Teaching,
and In-Teaching Ratinzs by the Present Teacher Group and
Combined Beginning and End of Course Ratings of Immediate
and Long Range Need to Study Topics in Educational Psych~-
ology by Two Previous Groups of Teachers

- Coefficients of Correlation
(Average of two previous groups at beginning and end of cours.
Criteria Psych., Found, Educ;fapgiicg All Jtems
“Mastery with: ) T T ’
Immediate Need : «615 635 ' | .82L
Long Range Need ‘ 108 +331 - 348
Difference . 2207 _ +30L i +276
Pre—Teaching with:

Immediate Need «317 «365 2299
long Range Need .228 «373 «309
_Difference - .089  -.008 -.010

Iniféachiﬁé with; ) 7
Immediate Need ~Lli6 NIV _ 7-536
Iong Range Need .383 «32L « 346
_Difference - 063 .322 .190
Immediate Need with: 7 B | R 7
Pre-Teaching | _ «317 +365 _ +299
In-Teaching « ‘ Wulib 646 «536
- . Difference =.129 _ -.281 _—e237
Long Range Need with:
Pre-Teaching | | 228 «373 «309
In-Teaching .383 324 «3L6
. Difference - ____=.155 _ __s0k9 -.037

61




53

In Table 30, correlations entalling Immedigte Need ratinga
are seen to be higher than those entailing Long Range Need when
correlated with Mastery ratings and In-Teaching ratings., This is
not so with Pre-~Teaching ratings, where correlations, also, are
lower, in general, than those for elther Mastery or InﬁTeacﬁing

ratings.,

¥hat emerges from an examinéticn of the tahle is the conclu-~
gion that Mastery and In:Teaching ratings by the present teacher
group are fairly strorigly related to Immediate Need ratings of Top-
ics by the previvus teacher groups, but that Pre-Teaching ratings

and Long Range Need ratings show weak though positive correlations.

In general, cross-group ratings of the Topiecs items do not
stand up as well as comparable correlations of Proposals item rat-

ings,

Speculatively, one may infer that the generality of a topic, as
contrasted with the specificity of a proposal, and the femporal dis-
tance of the Pre-Teaching'periad on the one hand and of the long
Range Need on the other may have the effect of weakening the inier-
nal consistency and hence the inter-criterial relationship of the

ratings concerned.

As straws in the wind it may be noted that the lowest correlation
in Table 30 is that of ,228 between Pre-Teaching ratings and ratings
of long Range Need for the Psychological Founaaﬁions items, while the
highest coefficient if that of .6L6 between .In-Teaching ratings and

those of Immediate lNeed for the Educaticnal Apvlications it§ms.

6<
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The cross-group correlations between ratings by the present
teacher group and those of previous teacher groups reporteﬁ in
Table 30 remain roughly the same when responses of a staff group
of curriculum workers replaces those of the previous teacher groups,
as noted in Table 31. The curriculum worker group consisted of

16 members of a large city bureau of curriculum development whose

" experience in curriculum and supervision ranged from several years

to several decades. To assay the possible relation of judgments

to amount of experience, the group was divided equally into two sub-
groups according to years of ecurriculum and administrative experi-
ence, These subgroups are designated Less and More experience re s-

pectively.,

Table 31 reveals that with curriculum staff as with teéehers,
correlations of ratings with those oi the éresenb teacher group
tend to be higher for Immediate Need than for Long Range Need, in
the case of staff, with Pre-Teaching as well as Mastery and In-Teach-
ing ratings. Pre-Teaching correlations are lower than those for eitﬁ—

er Mastery or In-Teaching.

Correlations entalling Psychological Foundatio ns items are gen-
erglly higher than Educational Applications items with respect to the
Mastery and Pre-Teaching criteria, znd lower for the In-Teaching cri-

terion,

With regard to the factor of amount of experience'en the part of
the curriculum workers, the More experiénced yield somewhat higher cer-
relations for the In-Teaching criterion and somewhat lower coefficients
for the Pre-Teaching criterion. With respect to Mastery, the Less

experience group ccrrelatién is higher for the Psychological Founda~
tions items, and lower for the Educational Applications items.

-~
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Table 31. Coefficients of Correlation Between Mastery, Pre-Teaching,
and In-Teaching Ratings by the Present Teacher Group with
Ratings of Immediate and Long Range Need to Stuay Topics
in Educational Psycholegy As Made by Curriculum workers
R — — — r,::' - — — - — — — 77' —
Coefficients of Correlation
Criteria Psych.,Fqungy Ecuc, Applic. r;ll Items
Mastery with: . -
Immediate Need .678 585 660
long Range Need « 55 12 «519
Diff. in Correlation .08l .173 .1h1
Aveé, Imm, and L.R. Need:
Less Experienced .66l .352 «5L7
More Experienced 602 .538 .593
Total Group 675 - _e5L1 +636
Pre-Teaching with:
Immediate Need 3kl .302 «217
Long Range Need «250 .110 111
. Diff. in Correlation .089 192 <106
Ave. Imm. and L.R. Need
Less Experienced 158 «233 « 258
More Experienced .183 .221 11h
Total Group .321 242 .189
In-Teaching with: ,
Immediate Need .518 .55% 566
Long Range Need A5 .LL8 156
Diff. in Correlation .103 »107 «110
Avé. Imm. and L.R. Need 3 f
Less Experi enced ;383 chgé QL‘ES
More Experienced 69 « 560 «5L3
Total Group -5’46 95627 :552
64
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’ In sum, Tables 30 and 31 add to the overall picture of cross-
group interrelationships among criterial ratings of Topics in Edu-
cational Psychology, and provide further support for a principle
of temporal distance whereby criterial ratings having a here-and-
now reference are found to relate more closely than those entail-

ing a time difference.

11, Vhat relations hold between Mastery, Pre-Teaching, and In-Teach-

ing ratings and ratings of Mastery and Importance of the Teach-
ing Abilities itéms?ff - } B i -

As previously noted, in addition to judging Topics in Education-
al Psychology and Psychoeducational Proposals, the present group rat-
ed LI Teaching Abilities in terms of Mastery, and Pre-Teaching and
In-Teaching training preference. Hence it is possible to consider
further the question of the commonality cfinslaticnships across item

types. A perusal of the Teaching Abilities items as compared with

the two other types will, no doubt, reveal their relatively. ccmprehen- -

sive and general nature as compared with the Psychoeducatio nal Pro-
posals. The Teaching Abilities items will also be seen to be more
definite and perhaps more comprehensible than the Topics in Education-
al Psychology, as listed. To determine whether the previously obtain-
" ed criterial relations hold for this type of item as they did for
the others, the ratings of the present group were correlated with
.thase of two other groups: (1) a group of 16 teachers during the
earlier pericd of a course in Advanced Educational Psychology; ané'
(2) a group of 11 teachers toward the eﬁd of a Seminar.in Problems

of Elementary School Teaching. Both courses were offered in the

Fall of 1970.
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Table 32 gives the cross-group correlations between Mastery,
Pre-Teaching, and In-Teaching ratings of the Teaching Abilities
items by the present group with the ratings of theseitems in Mas-
tery and in Importance by the.two previous groups of teachers,
considered separately and together.

Table 32, Coefficients of Correlatinn between Mastery, Pfe-Teéch-

ing, and In-Teaching Ratings of the Fresent Teacher
Group and Ratings of Mastery and of Importance by Two.

Prev1aus Groups cf Teachers- Teachlng Abillties

) . 1 ) Coeff;cients of Correlatlon
_ Adv. Educ, Psych. Elem, Educ. Average
‘Criteria Course Group Course Group Correlation
Mastery with: 7 -

Mastery .527 +«6L5 #626
Impcrtance . 385 «393 | +389
Pre~Teaching with: - -
Mastery ob2 .091 066
Importance .039 246 . .1h2

Tn-Teaching with: -
Mastery .568 _ «506 <537
JImportance | .70 L8 459

' The table indicates that cross-group correlations of Mastery
with Mastery ratings are moderately high, and appreciably higher
tﬁan cc;relaticns between Mastery and Importance ratings. In-Teach-
ing correlations continue toprove considerably higher than Pre-Teach-
ing correlations. Importance ratings trail Mastery rat;ngs when cér—
related with In-Teaching ratings, but not by a great amount. The
tloseness of the size of correlations as between the two course

groups is striking evidence of the dependability of the findings.

[
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12. How are cross-group correlations affected by item type and
rating criteria employed?

The presentation of cross-group correlations has pointed up
certain relative constancies, particularly with respect to the
difference between Pre~Teaching and In-Teaching correlations as
the séveral criteria were applied to the three types of items.
Also noted were the generally moderately high correlations entail-
ing the Mastery criterion. An overall summary cof these findings
showing the coefficients for combined groups and all items of a
given type as between present-group Mastery, Pre-Teaching, and In=-
Teaching ratings on the one hand and previous-group criterial rat-

ings on the other is set forth in Table 33,

Table 33, Summary of Cross-Group Correlations Between Mastery, Pre-

Teaching, and In-Teaching Ratings and Criterial Ratings

cr A11 Items of a leen Type by Combined Frevious Groups

Goefficients of Gorrelatlon

Mastery PreﬁTeachlng JgéTgacpéng

"Proposals (L8 ltems)
Teachers (N equals 78):

Comprehension . 7h3 .191 .835
Importance 743 .191 .835
Appl‘ieation «Th1 - . 353 o . 702
Staff (N equals 8): :

Comprehension ' 659 . 217 .68l
Importance .620 .3L0 573
Application 630 __.251 513

Topics (78 Items)
Teachers (N equals 20,20):

Immediate Need 620 +299 »536

Long Range Need 348 | .309 3k6
Curriculum Workers (N equals 16);

Immediate Need 660 . 217 «566
_Leong Range Need .519 L1121 156

Abilitles (L Items)
Teachers (N equals 16,11): ) )
Mastery .626 066 «537
Importance 1 .38%9 Y 21159

&7
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Table 33 suggests that with small exception, relationships
among critorisl ratings tend to be essentially similar across item
types. Most significant among thece alwmost universally correspond-
ing relationships is the marked superiority of correlations zntail=

ing the In-Teaching over the fre=Tesching ratings.

Coupled with +he tendency toward low correlations when ratings
of Long Range Need to study Topics are involved, the above alluded-

o finding suggests that teacher judgments are likely to be most

c+

dependable in reference to present training needs rather than to
past or future ones. It is noteworthy that curriculum workers a-
greed quite well with.the teachers in judging Mastery of Topics and
both Immediate and long Range Need to stﬁdy Toplics in relatian to
In-Teaching training preterences cof the teachers, but as in the case
of teacher cross-groups, they failed to agree with pr esent teachers

in relations involving Pre-Teaching training preferences.

The generally strqng correlations associated with Mastery rat-=
ings of the present grauﬁ compared with various criterisal ratings of
pPrevicus groups accent the pervasive role of Mastery in affecting
other criterial judgments in much the same way, if inversely, that
the technicality of an item was found to affect other item character-

istics and ratings, as depicted earlier in this report.

13, How do the means and variabilities of the distributions of mean

Item ratings compare for the severaf ;tem types, ratlng crlterla
and respcnaent groups?

In Table 1, the means and standard deviations of the distributions

of mean item ratings were listed according to item type and rating cri-

68



terion for the present teacher group. Similar data based on sub-
categories of items grouped according to item characteristics were
given for Proposals items in Tables S5y 9, 11, 1L, and 16, The pres-
‘ent section 1ists the means and the standard deviations of the
distributions of mean item ratings for the various item types, cri-
teria; and groups referred to in the correlationsg noted in the pre-
vious sections of this report. In addition to providing possibly
interesting comparisons in their own right, these data may serve, in
part, in adding somewhat to the appraisal of the reported correlations,
The means and standard deviations are presented in Tables 34, 35, and

36.

Table 3Li. Means and Standard Deviations of the Distributions of Mean
Item Ratings for Various Rating Criteria and Respondent
Groups: Propecsals Items

Means Standard Deviations
Psych, Educ, All fsych. FEduc, 1 A1l
Group and Criteria Items Items |Items Items™ TItems | Ttems
Present Teachers (N:10)
Mastery 2.05 2.33 2.16 .2h 23 27
Pre-Teaching 2,19 2.19 2.19 17 .28 .22
— In-Teaching - 2,20 2,60 2.35 27 22 | ,31
Urban Teachers (N:37) .
Comprehension 1,97 2,30 2,10 «33 .29 «35
Importance 2.28 2,60 2.h0 .27 « 21 29
Application _1.%90 2.16 2.00 « 29 s 23 0l
Suburb, Teachers (N:23) |
Comprehension 2.05 2.47 2.21 .38 .3k 1
Importance 2.28 2.65 2.L2 31 23 33
_Application 1.83 2.08 1.92 3L .25 33
Rural Teachers (N:18)
Compr ehension 1.93 2430 2,07 039 « 36 12
Importance 2,19 2.54 2.32 «35 . »30 31
Application -1 1,97 2.19 2,05 1 .30 .28 | .31
Combined Group (N:78)
Compr ehension 1.99 2.35 2.12 .34 .30 .37
Importance 2.26 2.6u 2.39 29 .23 .29
._Application o 1.8  2.15 1,99 | .34 .30 | .37
Staff Group (N:8)
Comprehension 1.90 2.22 2.02 .38 «37 Lo
Importance 2.25 2,56 2.36 «33 .28 «3L
l gﬂpplicatiiglfl o 1.51 1.73 1059 23 6?277 ! 773725 )
Q whete . = :
69




61

The new data presented in Table 3L delineate criterion compari-
sons in mean item values ascigned by the several previous groups. It
is evident that the Proposals items are rated considerably higher in
Importance than in either Compre hension or Application for both the
Psychological Foundations and the Educational #pplications categories
of items. wWith a slight exception in éne group, items are rated low-
er in Application than in Comprehension. The Staff group rate the Aps
Plication of items of both CQtegories sharply lower than do teachers,
while roughly approximating the teacher group ratings with respect to
the other two criteria. Educational Apolications items are rated
higher on all eriteria by all the previous groups when compared with

Psychological Foundations items.

'The mean item ratings of the Combined Teacher Group vary appreci-
ably less for the Importance criterion than for the Comprehension or
Application criteria, whereas the Application eriterion yvields the

least variability in mean item values when applied by the Staff Group,

With the several exéepticns noted, the fable reveals consistent

patterns of reiationships, thus further confirming cross-group dependa-

bility of the ratings,

The next table, Table 35, which lists means and standard deviations
of various group distributions of mean values for Topics items, shows
consistently higher ratings for the Lang Range need to study items
than the Immediate need, the difference being greater for Psychologi-
cal Foundations items than for Educatio nal #pplications items, End
of course ratings of both Immediate and long Range need are appreciably
higher than beginning of course ratings. The Less experienced Curricu-

lum workers rate the Psychology items somewhat higher than their More

rall
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experienced colleagues, and the Education items a trifle lower.

Table 35, Means and Standard Deviations of Distributions of Mean
Item Ratings for Various Rating Criteria.and Respondent
Groups: Topics Items

Means : ~ Standard Deviations

Psych. Educ. |A1l Vsych. Educ. § ALL
Group and Criteria Items Items |[Items Jtems Items | Items
-Present Teachers (N:10) - '
Mastery 2.00 2.12 | 2.05 «20 .26 .23
Pre-‘l‘éaching giBh 2.19 2-28 -21 -32 o7
_In~Teaching 2,26 2.h1 | 2.32 .26 .2k .26
Previous Teachers: Sp.!'70
Course Beg, (N:12) 7
Immediate Need 2.05 2.09 2.07 .30 .38 .33
Long Range Need 2.23 2,17 2.21 .22 «33 27
Course End (N:12) - , B ,
Immediate Need 2.25 2.27 2.26 .23 .33 .28
_Long Range Need - 2.35 2.37 2.36 .19 .25 .22
Previous Teachers: Su.'70|
Course Beg.(N:20) o
Immediate Need 2.23 2.33 2,27 .29 .36 .32
Long Range Need 2,16 2.41 2.hh .21 .23 .22
Course End (N:20) - X :
Immediate Need 2,52 2,56 2.53 .22 .28 .25
Long Range Need 2,65 2,65 2.6 .11 .15 .13
Curriculum wWorkers;
Less Experienced (N:8)
Immediate Need 2.09 ’ ce31
long Range Need o 2.ub : 28
"Ave, Imm. & L.R. Need 2.22 2,31 2.26 .20 .28 .2k
More Experienced (N:8)
Immediate Need 2.06 .52
Long Range Need 1 2.37 L .32
Ave, Imm., & L.R. Need 2.12 2,34 j.2.21 .38 .39 {1 .o
Total Currieulum Group(N:16) )
Imrmediate Need 1.98 2.20 2,08 «31 L3 .38
Long Range Need 2.36 2.h5 2.ho .21 .23 } .22
Ave, Imm., & L.R. Need 2.17 2.32 2.23 «25 «31 «29

wWith regard to the variability of the distribﬁtians, Table 35
indicates that the Psychological Foundations mean item values tend to
be less variable than those for Educational Applications, and that the
More experienced curriculuﬁ workers yield more variable ratings than

o the Less experienced.

g
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Table 36 presents the means and standard deviations of dis-
tributions of mean values of the Teaching 3bilitiesitems. The su-
periority of Importance over Mastery ratings noted in conjunction
with the Proposals items is even more strikingly demonstrated in
respect to the Abilities items, both for the course group in Educa-
tional Psychology and the one in Problems of Elementary Educaticna
The difference in mean ratings for the two criteria 1s about the
same for the 8 Psychological Foundatims items as for the 36 Edu-
cational Applications items in the Teaching Abilities group of items.
Table 36. Means and Standard Deviations of the Distribﬁticns of Mean

Item Ratings for Various Rating Criteria and Respondent
Groups: Abilities Items

Means |  Standard Deviations

Psych. Educ. { All Psych, Educ, }JALL
Group and Criteria Jtems Items | ltems Items items | ltems
Present Teachers (N:10)
Mastery 2.17 2.23 2.722 «23 .38 .35
Pre-Teaching 2.18 2.17 2.17 22 .2k .23
In-Teaching 2,hl 2,55 2.53 «23 .19 .20
Adv.Ed.Psych.Course (N:16) B .
Mastery 2.08 2.20 2,16 =22 27 .26
_ Importance | 2.55 2.73 1 2.70 30 .13} A7
Elem. Educ. Course (N:1l) 7 )
Mastery 2.03 2.18 2.15 2L 27 .27
Importance o 2.55 2.67 ) 2.6L | .32 .20 .22

Differences in the'eemﬁosition of respondent groups énd in the
statement of criteria notwithstanding, the three tables dEpictingl
means and standard devigtions of item rating distributicns for the
three types of items present a generally ccnéistent pattern of re-=
laticnships. The principal rating distinctions between groups and/or
criteria are set forth in Table 37 together with the statistical sig-

nificance of the several differences.

e
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Table 37. Size and Statistical Significance of Differences Between
Selected Group and Criterion Yean Item Ratings of the Three
Item Types As Judged by Frevious Teacher and s aff Grcups
Campafiscn N's [Differencqd t Chances of No Difference
o - Prepasals ltems '
Coembined Teacher Group:
Psych, vs. Educ. Itenis 7
Comprehension 30,18 -.36 -3.631 Less than .01
Importance 30,18 =~-.34 -5.L62 Less than .0l
Application 30,18 -o26 =2,623 Less than .01
All Items N
Compr,. vs, Import, L8,L8 | =-.27 ~3.938 Less than ,01
Compr. vs. Applic. L8,L8 .13 1.,70L Less than .05
Import. vs. Applic, L8, LS L0 6.521 Less than .01
staff Group:
Psych., vs. Educ., Itenms
Comprehension 30,18 -.32 =-2.793 Less than .01
Importonce 30,18 | =.31 -3.261 less than., 0l
Application 30,13 | =-.22 -3.193 Less than .01
All Ttems
Compr. vs. Import. L8, L8| =-.3L =L LbY Less than .01
Compr. vs, Applie, Ls,u8 U3 6,251 Less than ,01
_Import, vs. Apolic. L8,L8 .77 112,512 Less than .01
Topics Items
Teacher Groups:
Immed. vs. Long R.(A1ll It.)
Sp.'70 Group: Beginning, 78,78 | =.1hL -2,881 Less than .01
End Teem | 78,78 -.10 ~2.L65 Less than .0l
Su,'70 Group: Beginning 78,78 - 17 ~3,843 Less than .01
, End Term ' 'Z@QBW -.08 -3.738 Less than .01
Curriculum Workers:
Immed. vs. ILong R.(All It )
Less Experienced 178,781 -.35 -8.08Y Less than .01
More Experienced 78,78 | -.31 =L . 156 Less than .01
Total Group ?8,78 -e32 =-6.396 Less than .0l
Less vs. More (I&L Ave.)
Psych. Items L6, L6 .10 1.563 Less than .10
Educ. Items 32,32 | =-.03 =0.348 Less than .50
All Ttems 78,78 .05 0.9L1 Less than .20
Psych, vs. Educ, Items
Immediate Need Lé6,32 | =-.22 -2,592 Less than .01
Long Range Need Lé6,32 | -.09 =1,767 Less than .05
Ave, I&L Need 16,32 | -.15  |-2.329  Less than .02
Abillties _Ltemg
Adv. Ed. Psych Course Gr.: -
Mastery vs., Importance
Psych, Items 8,8 -07 | -3.343 Less than .01
Educ, Items 36,26 | =.53 [-10.L66 Less than .01
A1l Ttems uu,uu -.5L4 |-11.L0O2 Less than ,01
Elem. Educ, Course Group:
Mastery vs. Importance .
Psych. Items 8,8 ~.52 =3¢ 4LO Less than .01
‘Bduc, Items 36,36 | =.49 68.630} Less than .0l
o A1l Items Ll bl | -.kL9 -9.2280  Less than .01

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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With few exceptions the differences between mean item ratings
for the groups and criteria reported in Table 37 are statistically
significant to the extent of going beyond 99 chanceg in 100 that the
difference would be obtained from repeated samplings, assuming zero
correlation between paifed measures, The principal exception is to
be found in the difference between the Less and the More Experienced
'Gurriculum Workers with respect tﬁ Educational Applications items,

where the distinction is eclose to a 50=50 chance level,

VOn the Proposals items the Teacher group and the Staff group a-
gree very closely in the amount of difference between the Psychologi-
cal Foundations items and the Educational Applicatiuns items, as rated,
for_each of the criteria, seﬁarately considered, As regards differ-
encés between criteria, the two groups agree in the direction of the
differences, but not in the amount of difference, the Staff group dis-
tinctions between criteria being sharper than those for the Teacher

group.

Especially striking is the discrepancy between the Importance and

is found in the difference between the Importance and Mastery ratings
of the Abilities items by both of the course groups reported in the
table. Staff and teachers are clearly seen to place the importance of

the ideas and abilities presented well above their mastery or applica-

tion.

The Léng Hange need ia study the Topics in E@ucatianal Psycholegy

is more fully recognized than the Immediate need to study them. This

7, D



is more clearly indicated for the Curriculum Workers than for the
Teacher groups. The Less Experienced Curriculum wWorker group is
slightly more inclined toward the Psychological Foundations Toples
than toward those stressing Fducational Applications, but this is
an exception to the general favorinz of Educstional Applicatichs
items over the Fsychological Foundatico ns items for all three types

of items,

The similarity in difference dsta for comparable f[eacher groups
again confirms the conclusion of essential dependability of the group

Jjudgments of the kind here studied,

1Lk, What relations hold between ratings of the same criterion by
different respondent groups? S ]

to a given criterion reflect the reliabiability of rapings of each of
the two groups concerned plus such factors as may induce each group
to rate items differently from the other group. Except for chance
the inter-test correlation may not be higher than the intra-test re-
liability coefficient of the less reliable of the two test series.
Hence, inter-group coefficients that are high demonstrate the relia-
bility of the ratings employed. Table 38 summarizes inter-group cor-
relation findings where items of each of the three typea'have been
juged with respect to a given criterion by stated pairs of previous
groups of Teachers and Staff, The number of respondents whose judg-
ments were used to determine the mean item ratings in each comparison

is indicated next to the listing of each ralr of groups,

Y
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Table 28, Cross-Group Correlations for the Same Criterion of Ratings
of A1l Items of a Given Type by Stated Pairs of Previous
Groups of Teachers and Staff

' _ I .

Comparison Groups N's Criteria
Proposals (L8 Items) Comprehension Importance Application
~Urban vs. Suburban Teachers 37,23 = .896 A S L.827

Urban vs. Rural Teachers 37,18 8U7 .83L . 766
Suburban vs. Rural Teachers 23,18 .820 8L6 . <791
Combined Teachers vs. Staff] 78,8 | = .837 <769 .585
Topics (78 Items) Immediate Need Long R. Need]Ave. I&L
Beginning of Course:
Sp.'70 vs, Su,'70 Teachers| 12,20 . 768 567 . 760
Sp.'70 Teachers vs,:
Less Exp. Cur., Workers 12,8 .589 «359 . 501
More Exp. Cur. Workers 12,8 | «TUb 572 '« 708
Total Cur. Yorkers 12,16 «7h2 <573 .698
S5u.'70 Teachers vs.:
Less Exp. Cur, Workers 20,8 645 . 368 566
More Exp. Cur. Workers 20,8 . 768 « 397 : « 711
Total Cur. Workers 70,16 780  .Ls2 | _e727
#nd of Course: ' '
'5p.'70 vs. Su-'70 Teachers| 12,20 619 664 677
Sp. '70 Teachers vs.:
Less Exp. Cur, VWorkers 12,8 .517 «394 " «L90
More Exp. Cur. Workers 12,8 629 « 567 616
Total Cur. Workers 12,16 +634 .585 630
Su.'70 Teachers vs,: - -
Less Exp. Cur, Workers 20,8 626 .318 | .536
More Exp. Cur, Workers 20,8 . W592 LbLs «57L
___ Total Cur. Norkers 20,16 .653 .L63 620
Less vs, More Exp. Cur.Wwks.| 8,8 694 U416 .608
Abilities (LhItems) Mastery  Importance
"Adv. Ed. Psych Course vs.
Seminar in Elem, Educ, 16,11 . 730 «58L

=
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Table 38 reveéls a notably high degree of depgndability and
commonalty of ratings of the Proposals items among Urban, Suburban,
and Rural groups, the average correlation for paired groups employ-
ing all three criteria being .838, Correlations of ratings by Teachers
as against Staff are somewhat lower, especially with regard to the

Applications criterion, but still quite high, on the average,

Correlations of ratings of the Topies items by paired groups are
higher, with cne exception, for Immediate need to study ratings than
for Long Range need. With respect to Immadiate need, ratings at the
end of a course in Advanced Educational Psychelogy show lower correla-
tions than do those made at the beginning of the course, The results
in tbig regard for Long Range need correlations are mixed. While
Teacher-Teacher group and Teacher-Curriculum Worker group correlations
are of the same order for Immediate need ratings, there is indication

of a small lowering of the correlations for Teacher-Curriculum %orker

groups when Long Range need ratings are employed,

With regard to correlations entailing ratings of Abilities items.
the Mastery criterion is seen to yleld a somewhat higher correlation

between two course groups than does the Importance criterion,

The consistently high to moderately high eross=group correlations
for the same criterion with only rare exception augurs well for the
use of even relatively small groups in the judgment of training elements,
Exceptions to the réther high relationships are likely to bé found among
correlations entailing ratings of the Long Range need to study Topics

in Educational Psychology.



69

15, VWhat can the findings reveal about individual items?.

The main, ultimate use to which studies of the'present type
may be put is the facilitation of decisions as to the selection
and placement of items to be mastered in programs of teaqher
preparation and growth., It is tserefore appropriate to close
"~ the pr esentation of findings with a consideration of data con-
cerning individual items, which are, in a sense, the units sbout

which decisions need to be made,

In section 3 of the Findings sample items have been repro-
duced under four categories according to whether the present
group of teachers tended to give them a high or low recommenda-
tion for placement in the Pre-Teaching and the In—Teaching.Perie
ods. The complete sets of items are listed in Appendixes 1, 2,
and 3. These include the Teaching Abilities, the Topics in Edu-

cational Psycheology, and the Psychoeducational Proposals.

In the order of item types listed above, Appendixes l, 5, and

6 present the mean item values of ratings by the present Teacher

group according to Mastery, Pre-Teaching, and In-Teaching criter--

ia, together with information as to how each item was categorized-
.under each of the item characteristics named in Exhibit 5. It

and categories treated in sections 3 through 8 of the Findings.,

7S
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Exhibit 5. Key to Categories Under Each Item Characteristic.

A. Type of Item:

1. Teaching Abilities
2. Topics in Educational Psychology
3. Psychoeducational Ideas

B. Foundational vs. Applied Emphasis:

1. Psychological Foundations
2. Educational Applications

C. Pre-Teaching vs. In-Teaching Placement Quadrant:

l. High Pre=Teaching, High In-Teaching Rating
2. High Pre-Teaching, Low In-Teaching Rating
3. Low Pre-Teaching, High In-Teaching Rating
li. Low Pre-Teaching, Low In-Teaching Rating

D. Specific Aspect of the Teaching-Learning Process:

1, General Teaching-Learning Model: Feedback

2. Educational Objectives

3. Learner Development and Readiness

k. Learner Motivation: Psychodynamics

5. Teacher-Pupil Roles: Interpersonal Eelations

6. Curriculum Selection, Seguencing, and Organization

7. General Teaching-Learning Procedures ,

8. Cognitive Psychology Contributiocns to Teacning-Learning Procedures

9. Behaviorist-Connecticnist Contributions to Teaching-Learning Frocedures
10. Individual Differences and Exceptionalities

E. General Aspects of the Teaching-learning Process:

l. Learners
2. Curriculum
3, Procedures

F. School of Psycholcgical Thought:

1. General

2. Behaviorist-Connectionist
3, Psychodynamic

L., Cognitive

G. Degree of Technical Difficulty:
1l, Low

2. Intermediate
3, High

79
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It will be noted that the categorical placement of the Pro-
posals items was made for several item characteristics bejond those
applied to the Abilities and Topics items. Still other character-
istics may be applied at will according to the interests of the in-
vestigator. In this regard the present report 1s intended to demon-

strate the procedure rather than to exploit it fully.

In line with the over_all intent to illustrate the form that
an item data bank may take, mean item ratings on a number of addi-
tional criteria as applied to the several item types by different

groups of respondents are reproduced in Appendixes 7, 8, and 9.x

The data in these aprendixes refer to certain of the variables
studied in the analysis of cfcss—group relati onships involving pre-
vious groups, as follows:

For Proposals items: the criteria of Comprehension, Importance,
and Application as applied by (1) the Combined Teacher Group,
and (2) the Staff group.

For Toplcs items:z the criteria of Immediate ard long Range need
to study as applied by (1) a Summer 1970 group of Teachers en-
rolled in a course in Advanced Educational Psychology (a) at
the beginning and (b) at the end of the course, and (2) a
group of Curriculum Workers.,

For Teaching Abilities: the eriteria of Mastery and Importance:
as appliéd by (1) a Teacher group in a course in Advanced Edu-
cational Psychology, and (2) a Teacher group in a Seminar in
Problems of Elementary Education, '

The entries in #ppendixes L to 9 are part of a considerably
larger item data bank that has been accurmlated in the course of
studying the judgment of teachers and other educational per sonnel
cencerning the 170 items émplcyed in the present pilot investiga-

tion, Criterial considerations other than those presented in the
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current report relate, for the most part, to two main lines of
inquiry:

1. What contributions to mastery of the stated items have been
made, or might be made, by various training components, such
as undergraduate Psychology or Methods courses, student teach-
ing, graduate courses, in-service experience or supervision,
etc?

2. How do various factors contribute to or impede the full ap-
plication ofthe several ideas or abilities to teaching prac-
tice?

These other sets of data are presently undergoing analysis. At
this time, the discussion of the utilization of an item data bank
will be confined to the criteria already presented in this report,
namely those having to do with such considerations as recommended
pre-teaching versus in-teaching training placement, mastery or compre-

hension, importance or need to study, and application.

To demonstrate the examination of an item in the light of the
available data, several items have been selected from one cf the
three item types and pertinent data have been set forth in one place
for these items. Thus, Table 39 reproduces the mean item values of
the Proposals type. The selected item mnumber is given at the top,
and the applicable groups and criteria are shown at the left of the
table, The item characteristics categofies applicable to the item
gre also indicated. The data and the item statements are all drawn
from the appendixes. Similar tables may be prepared at will by con-

sulting these appendixes.

21
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Table 3%. Item Characteristics and Mean Criterial Item Values of
o Several I1lustrative Proposals Items - - -
Item No. 1 Item No, 38 Item No. L6
Item Characteristic: - Category .
A, Item Type 3=-Proposal 3=-Proposal 3-Proposal
B. Psych vs. Educ, i-Psych. 1-Psych. 2-Edue,
C. Pre-T vs. In-T 1-High-High L-Low=Low 2=High=-ILow
D. Spec, Aspect 7-Gen.Proc. 9-Beh.-Conn. 8-Cog. Proc,
E. Gen. Aspect l=-Learners 3=Procedure 3-Procedure
F. Scheol of Psych, 1-Gener al 2-Beh.-Conn, h-Cognitive
,,G' Technicality l-Low 3<High l-Low
Group: -Criterion
7 PreT. InT. Mas. |PreT. InT. Mas. | Prel, InT. Mas,
Present Teacher Gr. 2.L0 2,50 2.10|2.00 1,70 1,70}|2.30 2,10 1,90
Com.  Imp. App. |Com. Imp. App. | Com. Imp. App.
Urban Teachers 2,L,0 2.86 2.37(1.L5 1.86 1.51 2.13 2.37 2.13
Suburban Teachers | 2,65 2,82 2.3L4[1.52 1.95 1.L3|2,08 2.L7 2.17
Rural Teachers 2.50 2.72 2.27 11.33 1.77 1.72 2.38 2.33 2.16
Combined Teachers | 2.50 2.82 2.34|1.L4 1.87 1.53{2.17 2.39 2.15
Staff 2,00 2.62 1,37|1.25 2.00 1,12 {1.75 2.25 1.50
Su'70 Teachers: T |
Beg. of Course 2,80 2,75 2.2011.60 2,15 1,60 {2.L5 2,65 2,20
¥nd of Course 2.75 2,95 2.,h0| 2,70 2,80 2_,Lo 2.80 2.85 2.65

The Items

In planning and implemeniting a unit of learning, include provision
for the diagnostic anslysis of progress and for selective remedia-

in multiple discrimination learning, note the relative emphasis

needed on differentiating between S's as against differentiating

1.
bion and review,
38,
. between R's,
6.

In learning by the problem-solving method, provide prompts where

the learner would otherwise be blocked from the opportunity to .
proceed with needed practice’in one or another phase of the total

process,
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Of the many observations that may be made in a detailed exami-
nation of Table 39 only four will be mentioned:

1, With but few excentions that are notable in their own right,
the mean ratings of urban, suburban, and rural teachers are
very close to one another at the item level, as they were
found to be when combined into group means.

2. Ratings according to the several criteria for a given item
tend to be closer to one another than the ratings of differ-
ent items on any given criterion.

3. 5taff ratings are roughly at the level of teacher ratings
with respect to Importance, but are noticeably lower with
regard to judgments of teachers'! Comprehension, and sharp-
ly lower in estimates of the extent to which teachers are
applying the proposal in practice.

L. 1In the course of a semester of work in a course in Advanced
Educational Psychology the mean item ratings rise with res-
pect to each of the criteria except in an instance where the
height of the initial rating may have limited the likelihood
of an increase,

Findings such as these raise more questions than they answer,
Does the commonalty of responses of different types of teachers im-
Ply that the task of searching out essential masteries and their
placement in training will require less differentiation than antici-
pated? Does limited comprehension contribute in a major way to the
diserepancy between importance and application of ideas? Would a
dialogue between staff and teachers serve to clarify the basis of
their disagreementé and lead toward the imprGVEment of instruction?
Are higher ratings at the end of a course in Educaticnal Fsychology
a reflection of greater comprehensicn of the meaning of the state-
ment of the ideas rather than an indication of intrinsic mastery,
valuing, or application? If the preparation and consultation of an
item data bank ean stimulate movement toward the resolution of ques-

tions such as these, it may be hoped that further steps may be taken

to answer related practical issues regarding training programs,
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HIGHLIGHTS SUMMARY

In keeping with a discovery approach, the study has explored
one facet after another of the problem of utilizing the judgment
of teachers and other educational professionals in clarifying the
training needs of teachers. Using lists of teaching abilities,
topics in educational psychology, and statements of psychoeduca-
tiOﬂalbropasals regarding elements in the teaching-learning pro-
cess, ratings were procured from urban, suburban, and rural teach-
ers and from a group of ﬁeachef trainers or supervisors and a group
of curriculum workers, Mean item values were determined for ratings
by the zeveral gfaups according to such criteria as the mastery or
comprehension of the ltem, its importance or the need to study it,
its application in teaching practice, and tge extent to which it

should be included in pre-teaching and in in-teaching training.

Several major guestions ;anrcntéd the investigator: Are rat-
ings of this kind with small groups dependable? To whaf extent do
teachers in different settings agfee in their ratings of individual
items and in categories of 1items? Whérin do teachers differ from
educational staff groups in these respects? How do ratings accerd;
ing to différent criteria relate to one another? What relation ex-
ists between the rating of an item and such characteristics as its
technicglity, the school of psychology from which it is drawn, the
aspect of the teaching-learning process to which it relates, the
extent to which it stressés psychological foundations as against

educational applications, and, above all, suggested emphasis on its




placement in the pre-teaching versus the in-ieaching training per-

io0d?

Numerous tables in the badyvaf the report cast 1light on these
§uestions. The numbered list of highlights is intended as a recap-
itulation of the main findings reported in these tables. The append-
ixes, %epresenting a selection from the more extensive data bank that
emerged from the study, lists both the items and the mean item values

derived from various criterial ratings by a number of response groups.

The points made in the highlights summary do not follow in order
the questions enum:srated in a previous paragraph. In fact, the find-

ings, like the questions themselves, are intertwined,

Highlights 1-h touch on the scope and procedure of the study,
Tiiose numbered 7-16 stress the relationships among various charact-
eristics of the items and the pr- -teaching versus in-teaching emphas-
is recommended by the "present" group of teachers. Relationships
entailing both similar and somewhat different eriteria as rated by
the "present" group as compared with "previous" groups of teachers
and other staff are summarized under highlights numbered 17-31. These
findings serve to answer questions concerning dependability and com-
menalty of ratings as well as those related to criterial interrela-
tions and, in part, their implications for pre-teaching versus in-

teaching emphasis,

Group and criterion relationships are reduced to a more specific

and concrete level in highlights statements 32-43, which detail group
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means and differences between paired groups with respeect to ratings
rendered in accordance with the several criteria, together with the

statistical significance of the obtained differences,

The matter of the dependability of small-group ratings is pick-
ed up again in highlights LL-l49, this time with respect to ratings
by the fprevious" groups according to eriteria employed by those

groups.

Highlights 50-52 make reference to the item data bank resulting
from the accumulation of data and illustraote its use in the interpre-
tation of several sample items from the Proposals list, inviting the
reader to consult the éppendixes comprising the item data bank for

further item informaticn.

Further analysis of the findings with special reference to their
implications both for additionally needed research and for their ap-
plications in a practical program of curriculum building in teacher
educéticn is presented, following the listing of highlights, in a sec-

tion on discussion of the results of the investigation.

HIGHLIGHIS

Scope )

1. Although a detailed analysis of functional teaching competencies
is needed as a bzsis for determining elements of a teacher educa-
tion program, it is not necessary teo await the full and definitive
list of such elements before attempting to clarify the related
problem of the staging of the effort to achieve representative
masteries,

2. In studying problems both of the selecticn of elements and of

their staging, reliance needs to be placed on the judgments of
knowledgeable persons, suitably obtained and carefully apaiyzed.
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Procedure

The study coordinates an intensive analysis of Phe judgments con-
cerning pre-teaching as against in-teaching training placement by
ten teachers who had just completed a course in Advanced Educa-
tional Psychology with those of over a hundred other educational
personnel who variocusly rated Ll teaching abilities, 78 topics in
Educational Psychology, and L8 psychoeducational proposals accord=-
ing to such criteria as mastery or comprehension, importance or
immediate and long-range need to study, and applicaticon.

Responses to each of the 170 items on each eriterial quespion
were Keypunched, and computer programs were m epared to yield:

(a) mean item values on each criterion for each item;r(b) means
and standard deviations of the distributions of mean item values;
{(c) correlati us between paired sets of mean item values; and (d)
differences between the means of mean item values for the sever-
al criteria and for subsets of items grouped according to designa-
ted characteristics of items, as judged by the investigator.

Training Preference and ITtem Characteristics

The characteristics of items to be correlated with Pre-Teaching
and In-Teaching ratings, and with other criteria, incluaed: (a
the distinction between emphasis on Foundaticnal Psychology and
Educational Applicaticns; (b) implicit school of psychological
thought; (c) General Aspect of the Teaching-lLearning Process re=
ferred to: (d) Specific Aspects of the Teaching Learning Process;
and (e) the technical difficulty of the item. ' ,

Each of the 170 items, on the Lasis of comparison with others of
its type (teaching abilities, topics, or psychoeducational pro-
posals), was placed in one of four categories: High-High, High-
Low, Low-High, and Low-Low, according to its quadrant position
on a scattergram of Pre-Teaching versus In-Teaching mean item
ratingse. .

To illustrate the kinds of items most distinctively represent-
ing the four quadrant groups,five items for each group and each
item type were selected for listingy they may be reasd to capture
the flavor of Fre-Teaching versus In-Teaching preference on the
part of the Jjudges, '
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In order to provide a quantitative indication of the strength
of factors possibly associated with the placement of it ems,
differences in mean ratings for distinctions made according

to item characteristics are reported, as summarized below.

On the whole. Psychological Foundations.items receive the
same emphasis for the Pre-Teaching perioa as for the In-Teache-
ing period, but Educational Applications items are weighted
more heavily for the In-Teaching as against the Pre-Teaching
period,

In the case of Psychological Foundations,recommended place-
ment varies with the item type, the Pre-Teaching period being
stressed for Topics items while the In-Teaching period is em-
phasized for Abilities items. :

With respect to Mastery ratings, the Educational Applications
items are judged to be more fully mastered,ont he average,
than the Psychological Foundations items, the difference be-
ing greatest for the Proposals items.

As to School of Psychology, Behaviorist-Connectionist items
are judged to be least well mastered and receive relatively.
low ratings in both Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching emphasis,
whereas Psychodynamic items, dealing in good part with the
learner, his needs, and his milieu, are strongly recommended
for the In-Teaching training period and Cognitive items are
given an edge in the Pre-Teaching peried.

With regard to the General Aspects of the Teaching-Learning
Process, a preeminent place is assigned items pertaining to
Learners during the In-Teaching period: Curriculum items fav-
or the In-Teaching period slightly, while Instructional and
Learning Procedures lean somewhat toward the Pre-Training par-
iod,

When Specific Aspects of the Teaching-Learning Process are
considered, a striking difference in favor of the In-Teaching
period is shown for the category of Roles and Interaction;
two categories referring to Learners and one to Educstional
Objectives also favor the In-Teaching period, while two cate-
gories pertaining tc underlying psychological principles of
instruction and learning are slightly favored for the Fre-
Teaching pericd.

Extreme differences in the technical difficulty of items, as
applied to Proposals items, strongly affect recommended place-
ment in the Pre-Teaching versus the In-Teaching reriods, Low
technicality being associated with the latter and High Techni-
cality with the former; Icw Technicality, as might be expected ,

is also associated with item Mastery,



16.

17.

19.

20.

21.

The several item characteristics studied show a complex net-
work of interrelationships, a close analysis of the data pre-
sented in this regard indicating certain subpatterns, such as
cne connecting placement in the Low-low quadrant with Psycho-
logical Foundations, with High Technicality, with Bahavlé:rist-
Connectionist Aspects of the Teaching-Learning Pro;es and
with the General Learning Procedure Aspect.

Cross-Gooup Corrolaticns
Based on judgments applied toc the Froposals items, the consist-
ency and significance of ‘the Mastery, Fre-Tleaching, and In-
Teaching ratings of the present group of teachers were examined
in terms of their correlations with ratings of the same items
by previous groups employing criteria of Comprehension, Impor-
tance, and Application, as reported below.

Mastery ratings by the present group show moderately high cor-
relations with Comprehension ratings by previocus groups of Ur-
ban, Suburbah, and Rural teachers for FPsychologlcal Foundations
items and for Educational Applications items separately as well
as for All Items combined, the correlation coefficient on the
combined items of the present group with the combined previous
group being .7L3,

The previously determined marked superiority of correlations

of In-Teaching with Mastery ratings over correlations of Pre-
Teaching with Mastery ratings by the present group is even more
strikingly evidenced when either Comprehension ratings or Im-
portance ratings of the previous teacher groups are substituted
for Vastery ratings of the present group; the relative differ-
ence is clesrly present but less sharp when Application ratings
are substituted for the Mastery ratings.

In all instances of correlation of Pre-Teaching and In-Teaching
ratings by the present group with Comprehension, Importance,

and fApplication ratings by the previous teacher giroups the cor=
relation for Fducational Applicationg items is lower than for

the corresponding correlation for Psychological Foundations items,
possibly because of the smaller number of items in the former

category.

With exception in several particulars, the correlations between
the stated criterial ratings by present and previcus teacher
groups are similar, though slightly lowver, when ratings of a group
of eight supervisors and teacher trainers are substituted for the
revious groups of teachers, the most notable exception being the
reversal in position of the. Pre-=Teaching and In-Teaching correla=
ticons in the case of Staff ratings of the Importance and the Ap-
plication of the Proposals items.

12
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In reference to Topics in FEducational Psychology, correlations
between Mastery and In-Teaching ratings with lmmediate Need to
study the topics are higher than those relating these criteris
with ratings of Long Range Need, while the opposite is true
for the Pre-Teaching criterion, whose correlations, as well,
are generally lower than those for Mastery or In=Teaching rat=-
ings.

Mastery and In-Teaching ratings by the present teacher Eroup

are fairly strongly related to Immediate Need ratings of Topics
by previeus groups, but Pre-Teaching ratings and Long Range rat-
ings show weak, though positive, correlations.

Cross=-group ratings of Topics items do not stand up as well as
comparable correlations of ratings of Proposals items.

Correlations of ratings of Topics by present teachers with rat-
ings by curriculum workers show relationships that are general-
ly similar to correlations between ratings of present teachers
with those of previous teachers.,

With regard to the factor of the amount of experience on the
part of curriculum workers, the More experienced yield somewhat
higher correlations for the In-Teaching criterion and somewhat
lower correlations for the Pre-Teaching criterion.

With respect to Teaching Abilities, In-Teaching Correlations are
considerably higher than Pre-Teaching correlations in eross=group
relations involving Mastery and Importance item ratings,

Correlations among criteria based on ratings by two different
course groups of the Teaching Abilities are so similar as to pro-
vide striking evidence of the dependability of group Jjudgments
of the items, )

With small exception, relationships among criterial ratings tend
to be essentially similar across item types, most notably so in
respect to the almost universally corresponding superisrity of
correlations entailing In-Teaching over Pre~Teaching ratings.

Coupled with the tendency toward low correlations when ratings

of the Long Range Need to study Topics are involved, the above
alluded-to finding sugeests that teacher judcments of the var-
ious items are likely to be most dependable in reference to pres-
ent training needs rather than to past or future ones. .
The generully strong correlations associated with the Mastery rat-
ings of the pre sent group compared with various criterial ratings
of previous groups accent the pervasive role of Mastery in affect-
ing other criterial judgments in much the same way, if inversely,
that the technicality of an item was found to affect other item
characteristics and ratings, as depicted earlier in this summary,
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Group and Criterion Means and Differences

The means and standard deviations of the mean item ratlngs for
various item types, criteria, and groups are presented in order
to cast additicnal light on the relations ameng the several types
of ratings rendered by groups previous to the present group. :

With regard to the Proposals items, the Importance of the item
is rated considerably higher, on the average, than either its
Comprehension or Application in both the Psychological Founda-
tions and Educational Applications categories, with Application
generally being rated lower than Comprehension.

The Staff group rate the Application of items of both categories
sharply lower than do Teachers, while roughly approximating the
Teacher group with respect to ratings of Comprehension and Im-
portance.

When compared with Psychological Foundations items, Educaticnal

‘Applications items of the Proposals type are rated higher an all

¢riteria by the previocus groups.

The mean item ratings of the Combined Teacher group vary appreci-
ably less for the Importance eriterion than for the Comprehension
or Application criteria, whereas the Application criterion yields
the least variability in mean item values when applied by the
Staff group.

With respect to the Topics items as rated by the previous groups,
the Long Range need to socudy items is consistently rated higher
than the Immediate need, the difference being greater for Psycho-
logical Foundations items than for Educational Applications items.

End=of=course ratings of both Immediate and Long Range need to

" study Topics items are appreciably higher than beginning-of=-course

ratings.

The Less experienced Curriculum Workers rate the Psychological
Foundations Topics items scmewhat higher than their More experi-
enced colleagues: they rate the Educational Foundations items a

" trifle lower,

With regard to the variability of distributions of mean item rat-
ings for the Topics, the Psychological Foundations values tend to
be less variable than those for Educational Applications, and the
More experlenced Curriculum workers yield more variable ratings
than do the Less experienced.

The Importance ratings of Teaching Abilities items tend to be far
superior to Mastery ratings for both categories of items and for
both Teacher groups, namely those enrolled in a course in Advanced
Educational Psychology and those enroclled in a Seminar in Element-

ary Education,
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Notwithstanding the differences in the compesiticn of the sev-
eral previous groups of Teachers and Staff, the means and stand-
ard deviations of the item rating distributions for the three
types of items present an essentially ccnsistent pattern of re-

lationships.

The obtained differences between means of item ratings by ze-~
lected previous Teacher and Staff grecups judging the three types
of items by the several criteria were found to show in almost
all instances a statistical significance of 99 chances in 100 or

better.,
Crcggfcrcup_G;iteriégwDependabilityrQgrrelaticns

Employing the cross=-group correlation of mean item ratings ac-
cording to the same criterion as an index of minimal reliability
or dependability, Proposals item ratings on GComprehension and
Importance between teacher-teacher and teacher-staff groups were
found to be highly dependable;

For the Application criterion, correlations between teacher-
teacher groups, while still high, were found to be slightly
lower than those for Comprehension and Impertance, and the
Application correlations between teacher-staff groups were
found to be a little lower than those for the teacher-teach-
er' groups.

Dependability correlations of ratings of Topics in Educational
Psychology by teacher-teacher and teacher~curriculum worker
groups proved to be gquite high for the Immediate Need to study
eriterion; they were somewhat lower for the Long Range Need
criterion, especially as applied by teacher-curriculum worker
paired groups,

Cross-group ratings of Immediate Need to study Topics made at
the end of a course in Advanced Educational Psychology show low-
er dependability correlations than those executed at the begin-
ning of the course.

With respect to cross~-group correlations of ratings of Abilities
items, the Mastery criterion was found to yield a somewhat high-
er dependability than the Importance criterion.

The consistently high to moderately high cross-graup correlations
employing the same criterion, barring rare exceptions, augurs
well for the use of even small groups in attempts to utilize
Judgments of teachers and other educaticnal pPersonnel in estab-
lishing views concerning elements in the preparation of teachers,
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Illustrative Use of an Item Data Bank

50. Referring to appendixes showlng mean item values derived from
ratings by various teacher or staff groups in accordance with
a number of criteria, together with a key to the categories
‘under which items had been classified with respect to desig-
nated item characteristics, illustrations are given to show
the kindsof information made available by procedures employ-
ed in the present study.

51. The iffo r mative illustrations covering three of the Proposals
items are seen to reflect thé commonalty of ratings by urban,
suburban, and rural teacher groups at the item level; they re-
veal sharply lower estimates by Staff of teacher application
of psychoeducational ideas than those rendered by the teachers
themselves; and they indicate a notable increase in criterial
ratings of Comprehension, Importance, and Application of ideas
in the course of the semester's work in Advanced Educatinnal
Psychology, while at the same time pointing up individual item

--- - -~ +=yariations, ' ' ’ . '

o 52. The illustrative collation of information. about individual
items pointed the way to further use of the item data bank,
while at the same time evoking certain questions concerning
the significance of the findings and the use to which they

may be put.
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IMPLICATIONS AND FUTUR® RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Implications of the study may be drawn along several lines.

The feasibility and tggvgualified,dependability of the demon-

strated procedures for gathering Judgments on selected training ele-

ments iri accordance with designated criteria open up a broad strate-

gy in teacher education curriculum selection and placement, This

does not mean that ratings assigned to items by any given group'néces_
sarily signify the items that should be chosen. Rather, the informa-
tion may be used as a basis for further assessment, particularly as
prefessionals occupying various educational roles are consulted and
their judgments subjected to combined thinking. Mcreover,raside from
the resultant choices, knowledge of the perceptions of the persons
concerned provides important information regarding the motivational

and related problems that may have to be faced as training programs

are implemented,

Some inferences may be drawn fgpm;the study as to the considera-

tions that qualify the dependabi;ity of ratings, thus providing a modi-

cum of guidance as to certainty of results under given conditions, and

as to needed further research on dependability factors., Thus, the high-

er dependability of In-Teaching ratings representing here-and-now judg-
ments as contrasted with past-condition Pre-Teaching judgments or with
future-condition Long Range need-to-study judgments suggests the neces-
sity of fortifying rating procedures of the past or future variety,

Similarly, while the number of responderntis required to yield moderate-

1y high dependability correlations was found to be surprisingly low,
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increased numbers of judges were found to be required, as might be
expected, where individual items rathert han groups of items were un-

der considerati on,

The tendency toward commonalty of findings among varied teacher

groups, while requiring verification through further research on a wid-

er sampling basis, has implications for procedure as well as for sub-

stantive interpretzation. Procedurally, sampling problems may prove

easier to handle if the commonalty findings are essentially confirmed.
The existence of comronalty in discovered respects has sociological
sigﬁificance in its own right, and may affect decisions concerning the
extent of neea for differentiations in teacher education curriculums.
To be sure, the search for differences in téachers working in differ-
ent settings should go forward. In any case, however, a knowledge of

similarities and of differences in attitudes of various groups of teach-

ers should pm ve helpful in making curriculum decisions.

Knowledge concerning the points of difference and similarity in

. the views of teaghersfag,cﬁmgéred.with chsggggpaol personnel - for ex-

ample, supervisors or teascher trainers - is obviously important in plan-

ning training and retraining programs. When teachers differ from other

personnel in stating the extent to which they think psychoeducational
ideas are being ap:lied to tesching practice, while agreeing on the im-
portance of the ideas for successful tesching, it is time for the two

groups to sit down together to wverify the extent of the discrepancy, and

to consider what can be done agbout it.

ﬂffurtherrimplicatiqn of the study relates to the very question of
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the transformation of ideas into teaching practice. The study has

indicated that ideas, expressced in the form of the presented items,
are generally highly wvalued by the respondents; hence low valuation
cannot explain the relatively numercus instances of low application
rating. What seems to emerge from the findings_of the study is the
likelihoed that high technicality and lack of comprehension of the
state& idea is a major deterrent to its application. If this is so,
more rather than less professicnal knowledge is required to enhance
the likelihood of goecd teaching. The form of presentation of know-
ledge required for behavioral or performance mastery was not direct-
1y‘subjected to inquiry in the present study, but it may be inferred
from the findings that, important as they may be, n@n—ccgniﬁive forms
of trairing should probably not be furthered at the expense of cogni-
tive professional knowledge if teaching practice is to be made more

mindful.

Other inferences from the findings suggest the placement in the

Pre-Teaching period of much of the training material in foundational

Psychology requisite for an informed application of educational pro-

redures. At the same time there is indirect evidence to support the
suggestion that teaching practices need to be reexamined in the light
of psychological principles during the In-Teaching period, Although
evidential gaps need to be supplied in the line of reasoning, it ap-
pears that the lower dependability correlaticns of ratings relative
to the Pre-Teaching period and to Long Range need to study tépics re-

flect some cr:smf'usicnj on the one hand, as to how tu functionald ze
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foundational Psychology, and on the other hand, as to how to estab-
lish a long-range image of the teacher as a fully qualified profes-
sicnal., It is to be hoped that further studies ofldésirable profes-
sional competencies at the several stages of readiness and ln-service
growth of teachers will serve to clarify the problem of meeting the
training needs of any given group of teachers, but also of different
groups whose aspirations and ezpecfaticns reiate to varying levels
o.. mastery, including those who in addition to having a rich reper-
toire of teaching skills, procedures, and devices are fully mindful
of the underlying ideas that determine their pre¢per:use.,. Also in-
cluded may well be the short-term teacher whose tenure is not like-

ly to extend beyond five or six years, and the paraprofessional.

As a preliminary exploration of an approach to judgment utiliza-

tion in studying teaching corpetencies, the present study did not sys-

tematically survey either teaching grade level or subject matter area.

In this regard it would seem desirable to pursue two questions:

1. HowHdo respondent teacher groups at different grade levels or
of different subjects perceive the various mastery elements?

2. Can the elements themselves be arranged in a hierarchical,
interconnected structure ranging from commonly applicable,
general masteries to those that are of specialized concern?

The implication of further study along these lines may have import
for a number of vexing issues with regard to the proliferation of

specialized course work in teacher education as well as the often-

found separation of general grasp from particularized application.

be made along additional lines. It is evident that the inquiry can

be pointed in any chosen direction by writing the criterial questions

97



89

appropriately, Thus, some data of a séattered nature have been gath-
ered by the investigator depicting the per ceived contributions of var-
ious components of teacher education programs to masteries, attitudes,
etc., on the part of teachers, Among the components explored are: un-
dergraduate preparation versus in-service supervision and experience:
foundations courses versus student teaching: courses in Psychalogy
aﬁd Educational Psychology versus courses in 'Metheds of Teaching; con-
tributions of a course in Advanced Educational Psychology to insights
and attitudes versus insights and skills: and several others, This
iist could be extended to include spe;ific training devices such as
tutorial laboratory or field experience, videotape observations, micro-
teaching, and innumerable other. packaged and unpackaged proposals for

the inculcation of teaching competencies,

Without going into_the matter dirgg@%yg the study may be viewed

as opening up the readiness and staging question with respect to the

nature and timing of such diverse training activities as formal instruct-

ion, independent study, incorporation of teaching content, attitudinal

field experiences, sensitivity sessions, in short, whatever may be nec-

essary to make the whole teacher, The study has pointed to certain fac-

tors that appear to be assoeiated with Pre-~Teaching versus In—Teaching
plécement of training items, but the elements were hardly differentiat-
ed zccording to a cognitive, affective, actional spectrum, being all es-
sentially cognitive in nature. Nonetheless, the stu&j does set a pattern

of inquiry in which such differentiated comp_pnents of functional mastery

may be examined,

98.



The suggested utilization of subjective judgments, albeit accom-

panied by empirical analysis, would seem to be in conflict with the

current interest in the objective determination of per formance object-

ives. The writer's view is that the two modes of investigating teach-

ing competencies are complementary, not competing, in their purposes
and funcﬁions, provided they share in ultimate humanistic educational
goals and in gcknowledging the ubiquity of underlying human growth

processes,

Although educatijonal objectives need to be selected in terms of

all the major aspects and sectors of the organism or personality, the

Krathwohl, et, al. taxonomy of educational objectives in the affective

dg@g;nlcffers a useful, though somewhat clinically subtle, model of the

range of behavioral aspects of the organism involved in psychological

change processes. Thus, the individual is seen to progress from a rela-

tively passive awareness, through valuing,to intermalization. The dev-
elopment of stated masteries in teaching may be expected to go through
these process stages. Whether sabjecti%e Jjudgments are employed or ob-
Jective manifestations sought, the student of professional competencies

may well think in terms of these stages.

#nd so we find ourselves face to face again with the readiness and

staging prcblem. Vhat should the early stages of training seek to ac-

complish? What orientational awarenesses =zs distinct from consummate

skills? What knowledge specifics as contrasted with generic insights?
What labelled beliefs as against unconscious predispositions? What mix
of these and other psychological entities should mark the successive

1 Krathwohl, D.R. et al. Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: Handbook II.
Affective Domain. McKay, 1964, ) :
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stages of training? As these objectives are spelled out and at least
tentatively assigned their place in a total teacher training and growth
program extending from, let us say, the sophomore year through the
first three years of responsible teaching, what manifestations may be

locked for as marking their accomplishment?

Over thirty years ago, by listing and securing reactions concern-—

ing over a thousand teaching activities, the Charters #and Waples Common-

wealth Fund Studylraisgd unfulfilled hopes that efforts to spell out

the ingredients of sound professional teacher training might at last

sgcceed. to mat§§ﬁp9fhaps the apparent successes of training in medicine

and other professions. There is much that is still suggestive, if not

directly useful, in this grand attempt to scientize teacher training,
but the contemporary problem is now seen to require far more sensitivi-
ty to the subtleties of psychological development and the complexities
of human change processes. We can do worse than match ﬁh; analyses of
medicine, engineering, and acccuntancy as practiced, as the basis for
‘medical, engi ne ering,and aéccuntancy training; but we can also do bet-
ter. At least we can make a begimming at doing better by furthering
techniques for bringing careful, itemized, and structured group think=
ing, within a sociologically and psychologically sophisticated frame-
work, to bear on the selection and placement of teacher training ele-
ments and on the determination of the most propitious means of achiev-

ing their mastery,

1 Charters, W. and Waples, D. The Commonwealth Teacher-Training
Study. Chicago Press, 1939,
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Appendix 1, Teaching Abilities

Consider the ability to:
l. Arouse initial pupil interest and attention thraigh a variety of devices.
2. Sustain intrinsic pupil motivation in relation to learning tasks.
3. Adjust © the Ioarner's readiness to cope with the riaterial to be presented.
li. Encourage learners to attack loarning tasks in theiz own way,:
5, Channel the pupil's attenti.n toward specific learning objectives,
Be aware of pupils! fealings in re sponse to success and failure, .
7‘ Create a clas=zrocn clizmzts conduzive to keeping an;iety at a3 low level.
8. Create interverssonal r:zistious among the pupils concucive to enhancing self image.
9. Develop pupil skills in vorking together on common t=s<s.
10. Be aware of scciocultursl difrfevsnces in needs and interssts of pupils.
11, Evidence concern for the pupil's personzality outside of instructional ne=zds,
12. Analyze and breax cdown difficult material into manaseable elements.
. 13. Draw ithe pupil's attention to concepts and relaticnmnips in topics stucaz2a.
i ¥ I Translate abstract and ='ﬂ’l;;'r::‘;:lble ideas into concrewa and understandable terms.
15. Sequence and group items in such a way as to further meaningful grasp.
16. Use questicns and materials so as to achieve partici.pation of most of the
pupils mest of the time,
17. Frovide for feedtack as an ongoing source of information as to pupil graspe.
18. Select and,where zpprogriate, prepare tests and othzr evaluative instruments.
19. Provide rEinDTGE*E?t bv appropriately timed and distributed confirmation
. of correct responses. *
20. React to pupll responses in a manner to help him feczl comfortable in making .
tries even when uncertain. :
21. Introduce problems or thought-provoking questlcns orr tasks.
22. Teach concepts by preszenting and analyvzing positive znd negative instances.
23. Help pupils develop inser mental structures focr inearporating cognitive material.
#h. uwuiae vupils towara discoveriny answers and solubllowms on Liieil Owle
© .25, Group pupils for individualized learning of seauentiial skills,
26, Teach pupils to think both creatively and critically as well as systematically.
27. Manage classroom routines with easy efiicliency. '
28, Control class behavior and that of nen-sericusly-disturbed pupils,
29, Adjust teaching to the needs of physically handicaprred children.
30. Adjust teaching to the needs of intellectually reta:sded children.
31, Adjust teaching to the needs of intellectually super-ior children.
32, Adjust teaching to the needs of quiet, withdrawn chi.ldren,
33. Adjust teaching to the needs of hyperactive, disrupt.ive children.
31),. Te-ch English and other subjects to Non-English speziking echildren,
35, Make elassroom diacnoses of children with learninz cdiisabilities.
36. Set up classrocvm remedial programs for children witl: leapning disabilities.
27. Involve parents cooperatively in their children's eciacation.
38, Work eifectively with vparaprofessional and other teszs:cher aicdes.
39, Work with supervisors in educational evaluaticn and innowation.
LO.- Engzge in small scale or ancillary research cn teach:ing problems.
41l. Provide the necessary enriched mastery of curriculur: knowledge and skills.
L2. Derive satisfaction from working with children.
43, Derive satisfaction in developing conient in lesson and unit planning.
Derive satisfaction in planning and exec.ting instructional methods.

‘1
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Appendix 2 Topics in Educational Psychology

A, THE BASIC TIiCHING-LEARNING MODEL

A Model for Workins with Teaching-Learniny Tasks

1.1 Organizing cne's thoughts about teaching and learning

1.2 Analysis ol Leachingz into workable sized units

1.3 The central comjyments of a teaching=-learning enterprise: objectives,
- the learner, the teacher, curriculum, methods

1.}y Sccondary compenents: school, familial, and community surroundings

1.5 Cybternetic features of the teaching-learning precess: itransactions,

: p feedback, decision controls :

1.6

Planning a teaching unit in terms of- the teaching-learning model

Psvchologzical Clarificsticn of Fducational Objectives

2.1 Diversified cbjectives as stated in syllabi and courses of study

2.2 Translation of objectives in terms of aspecis of Lhe organism

2.3 Relation to develcpmental tasks and crises, and to mental health
goals ' '

2.y Cognitive, affective, and psycho-motor taxonomies of educational
cbiectivesn ' .

2.5 iInberrelations smeng objectives, types of learning, and school

- subjects

2.6 Concept of figure and ground in viewing objectives: primary, as-
sociate, and concemitant outcomes of learniny activities

2.7 Sharing the awareness of objectives with the lcarner

The Learner as Fodifiable Material Manifesting Growth and Metivation

3,1 The cenéept of readiress for learning :

3,2 The learner as '"material" to be modified: coristitutional factors

3.3 TForces for change in the learner: rources of motivational arousal
and directicn: plans and the structure of behavior

3.4 Contributions frecm the psycnolegy of development

3.5 The analvsis of specific background masteries, learning sets, etc.

in relation to subject matter or skills to be learned

Teacher Roles, Pupil Interaction, Inie;pgrsqnal Relations

Instructional and hon-instructional roles of teachers

Analysis of teacher-pupil interactions -

Pupil interactions and interpersonal relaticnships: classroom climate
The teacher as a person: teaching styles and personality expression
Factors affecting management and control in the classroom

The teacher's role in research and development programs
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55
36

37

Isg

34

8.
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A2
43
44

School and Community Settines for Teaching and Learning.

5.1
5.2
5.3

5.0

The problem of logistics in distributing the resources for learn=-
ing

The Dr:anlzgtlon of the school: the arrungement of learners and
of teaching staff

The climate of the school: administrative practices and relation-
ships as arfecting the teaching-learning enterprise

Community iniluences on gcals, pupils, teachers, curriculum, and
teachirg methods

Curricular Aspects of th& Teaching-Learning Process

6-1
6.2
6.3

6.1
6.5

6.6

VYedia for Presenting Material and Directing Responses

Curriculum concepts and prct“ems- selection, crganlzatlnn, and
SEQUEﬂCIE
Behaviorist-connectionist contributions to curriculum practice

‘Fsychcz;nﬂmlc and developmental psychological influences on
“curricular thinking

The cognitive approach to curriculum organization

The structure of the disciplines as related to the content of
the school eubgeccﬁ

Illustrative curriculum reformulations

7.1
7.2
7.3
Tl
7.5

Sources of curricular enrichment in and out of school

The concept of a total teaching-learning, communication, trans-
actional system transm;ttlnﬁ and processing information and other
signals

The relation of the older and newer media to abjectlves, content,
and instructional protedures

Contributions of human and non-human modes of presentatien and
direction: the role of feedback in each

Guiding principles in the use and evaluation of media and materials

Improving Instructional Procedures

8.1
8;2

8.3
8.h
8.5
8.6
8.7

8.8.
8.9

;) 8,11

Checking physical factors in the learner and his environment
Basic conditions of S5-R learning znd their implicaticns for
teaching: reinforcement and feecback

Patterns of part-whole relationships in the prESEHtaulQn cf mater- .

ials

The seguencing of elcments to enhance facilitation and to.retard
inhibition -

Ways of strengthening retention and reducing forgetting: the use
of mediators, distribution and pacing; overlearning and review
The place of models, identificatiocn processes, and socanl and cul-
tural influences in learning . X

Modes of achieving meaningfulness: cognitive structuring
Teaching for generalization and transfer

Teaching through discovery and independent learning
Individualizing learning: learning styles

Creating an atmosphere for learning
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Topical Outline = 3 .
9.| Provision for Feedback in the Teaching-Learning Process *15i
il 9.1 Feedback in systems theory applied to teaching and learning k
52| 9.2 Ways of providing feedback to the learner and about the learn-
- er In the course of learning :
53! 9.3 Feedback in relatien to objectives, types of learning, teaching
) procedures, and instructional media
$4| 9.4 The use of feedbsack in the evaluation of educational programs
5% | 9.5 Interaction between practice and research through mutual feedback
K B. DIFFERENTIATIONS o N
10.| Differentiations According to the Various Tvpes of Learning 7
st | 10.1 Signal learning and stimulus-response learning: conditioning .
%9 | 10.2 Chaining and verbal association: perceptual- motor and skill
- learning .o
€| 10.3 Multiple discrimination
$5 1 10.L Concept and principle learning
to| 10.5 Froblem-solving, discovery, creativity
&1 | 10.6°Generalized vs. differentiated principles of ec¢lasstroom learning
11,| Differentiations According to Aspects of the Person Affecpgd
¢2-] 11,1 The cognitive sphere: sensory, perceptual, imaginal, ideaticnal
63| 11,2 The motivaticnal sphere: attitudes gnd beliefls, interests and
preferences, the value system, needs and motivational patterns
&4| 11,3 The social sphere and the self: socialization and conduct, selfl
' and oge cystom, interpersenal relatinne
o't Al The Cioliiiiai ana adjustive spheores affcciive zad emoticnal
qualities, temperament, psychecscxual development, adjustive
. B mechanisms and coping style )
L] 11.5 The sphere of action.and skilled performance-
67 ll.é The broadened use of learning principles to cover the whole person
iz, rgpglyingrgng Adavting Instructional Programs to Deviatiapsﬂ;n;ngrnerg
by 12.1 An organismic view of exceptionality and individual differences
€4, 12,2 Fhysical and neurological exceptionalities :
76| 12,3 Intellectual and achievement exceptionalities
7t 12.L Social-econoric-cultural variations
72-{ 12.5 Conduct and personality deviaticns 7 '
72| 12.6 A survey of problems affszcting persons with exceptionalities
C. AMPLIFICATION
13,! Educaticnal Chenge Models and Educational Fsychology
174 13.1 Relationships between models, theories, hypcthéses, constructs, prin-
ciples, and other elements in research, problem solving, and practice
75| 13.2 A problem-resolving model for attacking psycho~educational problems
7L | 13,3 The social psycholegy of educational innovation and change
7! 13.L Psychotherapeutic approaches as educational change models
2%! 13,5 A new discipline centering on humanistic change processes as a pos-
sible alternative to Educational Psychology . ]
-
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Appendix 3, Psychoeducational Proposals

In planning and implementing & unit of lesrning, include provision

for the diagnostic analyesis of progress and for salective remedia-
tion and review.

To the extent feasible, capitalize on a knowledge of the learner's
prof'ile of mental capsbilitlies, as well as on an awareness of dia-
crepancies between his intellectual potential and functioning.

Adjust to the learner's level of readiness for learning a particu-
lar subject by providing gap-filling helps and prompts,

In helping pupils in their attack on learning tasks, encourage them
to employ strategies likely to be effective in the light of our
knowledge of common and idiosyncratic learning styles,

Without avoiding competition in its less unsavory formé entirely,

attempt to direct the learnerfs efforts toward an intrinsic confront-

ation with the mastery of the learning task as set for and by him-
self, .

In planning the motivation of a learning unit, consider both the a-
rouging of the interest and attenticn of the pupil and the channel-

ling of the arocused "energy" toward the achievement of the spscified

learning objectives.

Where motivation among pupils appears to be low, review the approp-

riateness of the curriculum and of toeaching procedures to the devel-

opmental needs of the age group involved,

In setting learning tasks and expectad standards of achlievement, take
into account the learner's typical aspiration level, and how it fluct-

uates in the face of success and failure,

In assessing the contribution of the educational pregram to the basic
personality development of pupils, apply criteria derived from Erik-

son's analysls of developmentsal "erises" encountered at the several
stages of growth.

In asttempting to affect the motivational and value systems of pupils,

create an interpersonal atmosphere in which the pupil feels warmly

and honestly supported by the teacher and his Peers as a person caps-

able of directing his own behavior,

To the extent feasible, control the learner's anxiety level to the

point of stimulating sufficient activity arousal, but keep it low e-

nough to avoid interference with productive behavior,

Wherever appropriate, adapt the roles played by the teacher, both

within and outside his specific instructional functions, to the wider

objectives and circumstances of the teaching-learning enterprise,
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13.

1k.

1s.

16,

17.

18,

19,

22,

23.

2k.

97
Appendix 3 - 2 Form A

In attempting to establish the most effective rapport between the teach-
er and pupils, consider the behavioral or persconality styles of both
the teacher and the individual pupils.

Review the emoticonal climate and the way the school is governed in the
light of the mental health needs of the J arners, both with a view to-
ward minimizing maladjustive trends and maximizing productive, self-
actualizing behavior,

Consider how the wider culture aﬁd.the subculture to which the learner
belongs may aflect his learning.

Note how the behavior and relati anships of parents and other persons
in the pupil's environment affect his learning, and take such measures
related to the observed condition as may be appropriate and feasible.

In planning a teaching unit, consider the underlying cognitive struct-
ure of the subject matter to be taught.

Consider the part that the hierarchical organizatio of concepts at
supra-, co-, and subordinate levels plays in the comprehension and re-
tention of uurds and concepts.

In planning a unit, search out and utilize rule patterns that underly
the basic acquisition of language and other forms of knowledge or com-=
plex behavior,

Temper the anplication of teaching-learning principles by the exper-
ience of the ongoing situation in which they are to be applied, -

Within the framework of the proposed principles - and on occasion, a-
gide from their dictates - experiment with variationa in curriculum
materials and approaches as a possible basis for the discovery of im-
provements and as a means for sustaining interest in teaching.

In setting the outcomes to be achieved in the course of a specified
learning unit, translate the stated objectives into psychological
terms such as are stated in published taxonomies of c&gnltlve and af-
fective educational objectives. :

Along with the irmediate primary instructional objectives to be achiev-
ed through a lesson or learming unit, consider the accomplishment of
secondary outcom2s in the form of asscciated cogmitive and cencomltant
psychodynamic effects of instruction,

Consider the facilitating and interfering effects background learning
can have on the learning of material to be included in a particular

- teaching unit or episode.
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26,
27

28,

29.

30.

Bh-

35.

36.

, 98 '
Appendix 3 ~ 3 Form ,

In teaching chains of S-R connections, consider ways of strengthen-
ing the several connections between the links, as well as the link-
age of the individual stimuli with their respective responses,

Where materials need to be learned with a view toward later free re-
call, arrange the @ esentation of items so as to facilitate cluster~
ing and subjective organizatimm,

Analyze complex skills to be learned in terms of stability or move-
ment on the part of the learner, of the environment, and the rela=-
tion between the twe,

In analyzing the acquisition of conditioned learning, note distinct-
ions between instances where there are shifts from one S to another
S with the R ramaining the same and those where the shift 1s from
one R to another R with the 5 remaining the same,

In teaching complex skills and other forms of learning, cen§ider the
completeness, immediacy, and frequency of feedback information,

Viewing the teaching-learning process as a communication system, con-
sider the role of the several instructional media, including live
media such as the teacher, the pupils, end ancillary teaching person-
nel, that might serve as information or channelling sources.

In analyzing a skill to be learned, note the continuous interplay of
input, output, and feedback processes.

Take into account the belief that graphic materials supply important
supportive meanings to verbal presentations,

In an effort to take individual differences among pupils into account,
conslder t_he logistics of delivering individually suited learning ex-
periences In terms of differentiation in instructional materials and
in teaching procedures snd devices,

Consider the effects of generalization in the institution of S5-R con-
neeﬁicﬁs and in their subsequent application to new situations,

When it is desired that a given response be weakened or eliminated,
avoid the occurrence of concomitant reinforcement, in keeping with
the principle of extinction,

Provide for appropriately timed and distributed confirmations of cor-
rect responses in learning situations,
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37.

38.

39.
Lo.

L2,

L3,

Lk,

Ls,

Lé.

L7,

L8,

g9
Appendix 3 - L

Consider the applicability of the principles of classical and inatru-
mental conditioning to the motivational and emotional aspecta of the
teaching-learning process. :

In multiple discriminatien learning, note the relative emphasis need-
ed on differentiating between S!s as againgt differentiation between
Ria. .

Consider how mediation processes can facilitate learning and retention.

In recognition of the fact that raeception learning need not be rote
learning, employ both reception snd discovery learning in ways that
reflect meaningful thought, .

Once the common attributes of particulars have been identified in the
attainment of a concept, test the learner's grasp of the concept by
checking on his ability to determine its resence or sbsence in new
instances presented to himn,

Employ advance organizers in aiding the learner to get geot structur-
ally for cognitive experience to come,

Consider the part that language and labelling plays in cormprehension
and retention of knowledge, principles, mental processes, and skills,

Set up learning activities and react to student regponses in a manner
that will help students to feel comfortable in making tries at accept-
able responses, including erroneous ones from which they may nonethe-
less learn.

In applying problem solving to learning endeavors, review the appli-
cation of Dewey's five-phase analysis of the process and examine the
implications for learning of psychodynamic incursions into the pro-
cesgs,

In learning by the problem-solving method, provide prompts where the
learner would otherwise be blocked from the opportunity to proceed
with needed practice in one or another phase of the total process,

Attempt ta'impreve the pupil's ability to discover solutions for him-
gelf and to devise heuristic methods in attacking problems.

With particular reference to non-intellectusl, psychodynamic aspects
of personality change, consider the applicability in learning situa-
tions of such Freudlan concepts as id entification, internalization,
and incorporation,

Form A
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Appendix L, Megnl?téng on Each of Three Criteria for Each Item
an S Subgroup Placement on Item Characteristics:
Teaching Abilities aracteristicss:

Critcria Tton 'Gnizr-:,g Lol stieca
ho | 1aas | ppE-T IN-T . BRI o - A B € D
1 RTAT Zah(d ) =0.30 i 1 ] [
b 2.50 2.10 2.70 =0,60 2 i 2 3 &

4 2.10 2.30 2.50 =0,20 4 1 2 2 3
Y 2,10 | 2,10 2.s50  «0.1:0 5 ) . | 4 2
[§] 260 2430 2. 0G0 “OQE‘Q & 1 2 1 5
8 2.30 2.20 2.70 =0.,%0 8 1 2 1 5
9 ?.40 2.10 2.70 -0.60 9 1 2 3 5
Wt 1 2 36 1 2,00 2.on__=0.20 | 10 | 1 2 1 LG

L 2440 2.40 2.460 =0,20 11 1 2 1 2

12 Z.50 2.30 2.60 -0, 30 12 1 2 1 6

! 7,60 2.40 2.70 -0.30 13 1 2 1 8

L4 2.60 2.40 2.60 -0,20 L4 1 2 1 8

in 1 _2.60 2.10 2250 =00 1 ve | 3 2 4O

16 2.70 2.20 2.70 =0,50 16 1 2 1 5

194 2.60 2.40 2.60 -0,20 17 1 L 1 3

Ly 2.30 2.40 2.50 =0,10 18 1 1 2 2

19 2.10 1.80 2.40 =0,60 19 1 1 4 9

20 1 2.60 200 2,00 =060 20 A1 DA . | A
2 2.10 2.00 2.1i0 =0,10 21 1 2 4 8

2? 1.80 2.30 2.10 0.20 22 1 1 2 8

23 2.10 ?.00 2.20 =0,20 23 1 1 4 8

A 2.30 2.00 2.50 =0,50 24 1 2 4 8

2l 200 ) 2010 2,80  =0.L0 29 12 A 10

20 2.30 2.50 2.70 =0,2 26 1 2 1 8

27 2.60 2.00 2.80 ~0.80 27 1 2 3 7

edc’ ?.80 2.10 2.80 ~0.,70 28 1 2 3 7

#9 1.30 2.00 2.10 =0.10 29 1 2 4 10

o 1,70 2220 2,460 =0.20 | =29 | 1 > 2 10

51, 2.00 2.20 2.30 =0.10 ~ 31 1 2 2 10

a2 2.00 2.30 2.30 D.00 32 1 2 2 10

33 2.10 2.30 2.40 =0.10 -+ 33 1 1 2 10

V4 1440 2.3C 2.40 =0.10 =~ 34 1 2 2 10

D 1.80 2.10 2.30 ~0.20 25 1.1 2 4 10

36 1.90 1.90 2.60  =0,70 36 1 2 3 iC

50 1.70 1.60 2.70 =1,10 38 1 2 3 5
0 1. 70 200 2.20 =0,70 40 1 R (% :

41 2230 2.30  2.60 -0.30 &1 1 2 1 6

42 2.90 2.2C 2.60 =0.L0 42 1 2 1 3 ;
43 2.30 2.50 2.40 0.10 43 1 2 2 6
tpl 2,40 2.50 2.50 0.00 . a4 1 2 2 1 3
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Mean Ratings on Each of Three Criteria for FEach Item

and Its Subgroup Placewent on Item Characteristics:

Topies in Educational Psychology

Item
o __Criteria e Tharactesisling
116) TR et IN-Y DY MO p B¢ D
L 240 Z.80 2.30. 0.50 ] 2 S 2 2 1
2 2.60 2.40 2.50 -0,10 2 2 2 3 6
3 2.20 2.80 2.30 0.50 3 2 1 2 1
4 1.720 2.30 2.80 ~0,50 4 2 2 1 1
5 2.20 2.60 2.50 0.10 5 2 1 1 1
G 2.39 2.70 2240 0.30__ £ 2 2 S
7 1.90 2450 2.30 0,20 7 2 2 2 2
t 1.90 2.20 2.60 -0.40 '8 2 1 3 2
g 1.90 2.20 2.70 -0,50 9 2 1 3 2
10 2.10 2.50 2.30 0.20 10 2 1 b4 2
1] 2.00 2.30 2.30 - 0,00 11 22 2 2
12 1.90 2.10 1.90 0.20 12 2 2 4 2
13 2.30 1.80 2.20 -0, L0 13 2 2 “+ 2
14 72.40 2.40 2.60 -0,20 14 2 1 1 3
et 2.10 ] 2,10 2.70 - -n.60 161 2 | S A
17 2.10 2.060 2.00 0.60 17 2 1 2 3
18 2.20 2.10 2.20 =0.10 18 2 1 4 3
l() ‘?sffo 2;20 2-(3@ ?D.)_;O 19 2 2 3 5
20| 2.40 | 2.00 2.70  -0,70 20 2 2 3 5
21 2.10 | 2.10 2.90 =0 b0 23 2 235
22 2.20 2.10 2.60 =0,50 22 2 2 -3 5.
23 2.50 2.30 2.70 -0,L0 23 ? 2 1 3
24 1.60 1.90 Le70 0.20 24 2 2 4 5
25 1.90 1.70 2.10 -0,L0 25 2 2 4 1
A 1.80 1 1.30 _2.50 _ -1,20 |, 26 Y-S - 1
27 2.20 [ 1.70 2.40 -0,70 27 2 2 3 5
29 2.50 230 240 -0,10 29 2 2 1 6
30 1.70 2.30 1.50 0.50 30 2 1 2 Q
3 2.00 2.40 2.20 0,20 | 3] 2 1 2 L
BEE 240 | 2.50 2.00 0,50 32 -2 2 2 &
33 1.90 2.20 2.10 0.10 33 2 2 & 6
34 150 1.90 2.10 ~0,20 34 2 2 4 6
34 2.20 2.10 2.60 ~C.50 35 2 2 3 6
do 2.00 2.20 2.00° 0.20 | 36 7 1 4 1
37 2.00 [ 2.30 2.50 =0,20 EY Z 3 I 0O
AR 2,20 | 2430 2.70 ~0.1L0 AN 2 R I !
A L A A -0.00 a9 2 2 | &
7
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Appe ndix 5. (Continued)

Item

g _ Criteria — , — Characteristics
~NO. r‘l/\s PRET N1 DPI . e i A BOG B
LU S.ia ] 2.10 2.60  =0,50 0 < 2 3 3
a0 2al0 2.90 2.00 0.50 4l 2 1 2 9
ce20 | 2.00 2.10  =0.10 ) Z I &
2.00 2.20 2.30 -0,10 473 2 L 4 6
oA Z2+10 2.50 7.50 0,00 &4 2 1 1 7
“. ;.00 240 2.30 0.10 .45 2 L 2 4
4 | .30 2«50 2-10 0.4L0 46 2 1 2 0
— ey 7«30 2+%0 0.0 | 47 2 1 L T
2.20 2.40 2.60 =0,20 48 2 2 1 7
4 2.20 2.40 2.80 ~0.40 49 2 1 1 10
iy 2«30 240 2.60 =0.20 50 2 2 1 4
2L 20 2.10 2.20 -0,10 51 2 L 4 1
Ay Zel0 2200 2430 0.0 Y 2 L 2 E)
E"{' l-QO 2 DOO 2- 10 EO.lQ 5'{1'. 2 2 "‘ 2
160 1.90 2.00 -0,10 55 2 1 4 1
.80 2.40 1.70  0.70 56 2 1 2 g
S L.70 2 .00 1-90 0.50 EXi Z I 2 5
Gt 1.70 2.40 1.90 0.50 S8 2 1 2 7
W .20 2.50 2.00 0.50 5 2 1 ? 7

.. Za40 | 2.50  2.50 0.00 GO 2 1 1 &
B vLn 7.10  2.00 0.10 2 1 N 2
C v | 2.10 2.10 W0 o 2 1 2 8
L 2.60 2.40 2.7G ~0.30 63 2 2 2 4
7420 2.50 2.60 -0.10 Hh 2 1 L 3
64 2.10 2.40 2.60 -0,20 04 2 1 1 3
ol 2.00 ?.20 2.40 =0.20 | 66 o 13 9
o 2.00 | 2.50 2.00 0.50 67 2 1 2 7
1.90 2.50 2.40 0,10 68 2 L 1 10
i 1.70 2.40 2.10 0.30 69 2 1 2 10
Y ?.00 2.50 2.30° 0.720 70 2 2 2 10
RS 1.90 | 2.70 2.60 0,10 | 7L 2 1 1 10
. R 7.0 2.50 0,00 72 — 2. I T 10
/ 1.80 2.60 2.30 0.30 73 2 2 2 10
T4 l,“?D ?_.er ?QBD Oclo 7() - 72 1 ;‘-i, 1
s fedu 2+20 2.30  -0,10 | 7 2 1 4 g
_ | 1.80 4 2.10 2.20 -0.30 | .78 2 1 & L
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Appendix 6, Mean Rating on Each of Three Criteria for Each Item
and Its Subgroup Flacement on Item Character:,stlcs-
r‘sycl‘eeducati anal Proposals

Ceitevdn ) - Item Characteristics
NO | Mas PRE-T  In-v . DV} T ND A B C Yy = F G
] .00 A en Y.usu  =0,10 { . 1 3 p L7 ¢ 1L
< 2.10 210 2-.60 ~0,50 b4 3 1 3 3 11 I
| .0 | 2.10 0 2.70  =0,60 3 3 2 3 3 1 1 1
vy Y] NI 2.30 =0,30 4 E) 1 4 3 L3
Y 2.00 2.00 2.50 =0,50 5 3 1 3 4 1 3 1
6 2440 2.5C 2.0800 =0.30 6 3 21 4 1 3 2
7 2:40 2.40 2.80 =0,L0 7 3 2 1 4 1 3 2
a 2.30 | 2.10 2.80  -0.70 8 3 1 3 4 031
3 l.60 2.00  1.90 0,10 Q 3 L 4« 3 L 3 3
1u gy ¢ 210 2.70 -0.60 10 3 2 3 5 L 2 2
it ] 2030 | 2.30  2.60  =0.30 11 3 1 1 a4 1 3 2
i 2e 30 2.00 2.60 =0.60 12 3 2 3 2 1 3 1
iy Lo Lo2l00 Za20) 0,60 13 | 3 2 3 5 1 3 2
L 2420 | lei:0 2.70  =1,10 - | 14 3 2 3 4 1 3 2
14 At S0 2480 -0.4L0 15 3 2 1 3 1 3 2
Lo 2430 16O 2.0 -1,20 l6 3. 2 3 5 1 3 1
L 2.60 2.40 2430 0,10 17 3 1 2 & 2 4 2
s bo2,20 2.10 2.10 0.00 g8 | 3 1 4 8 2 4 3
12 .60 | 2Z-L0  2.20  =0.10 19 3 1 4 6 Z 4 3
20 240 2.30 240 -0,10 20 3 2 1 7 2 1 1
a1 2440 1.90 2.90 -1,00 21 3 2 3 6 2 1 i
¥ 1.80 2.40 2.10 0.30 22 3 1 2 2 2 1 "3
N R ) 2.20 2.20  0.Cu__ 23 3 2 2 2 2 3 3
da 30 2.20 2.40 -0.20 2% 3 1 I 6 /1 i
1.80 2.30 2.00 0.30 25 3 1 2 9 2 2z 2
ey 2.20° | 2.20 2.30 -0.10 : 26 3 1 2 7 2 A& 2
7 e Z2.00  2.10 -0,10 27 3 1 4 9 2 2 1
.f0 | 2.00 1.70  0.10 28 3 1 4 g 2 2 3
F . ,,!n 220 2 -0.20 29 3 L L g 2 2 A )
2 e Q _iJD 2.60 -0-10 3 3 2 1 .!. 2 2 3 '
v, 2.00 2.20 2.0 =0.30 31 3 i 1 9 2 2 3
K YetO 2.50 2.30 0,20 32 3 1 2 7 2 1 1
3 250 2 .30 2.70 « =0.LO 33 32 2 1L 1o _3 + 2
A | Z2el0 180 0.30 34 3 [ 9 ;L2
e 2.20 2.16  2.30 -0.20 46 3 1 4% 9 3 1 1
s 1.0 2.10 _ 1.70 0.LO 37 3 1 4 9 3 2 3
;.70 | 2.00 1.70  0.30 318 3 1 4 9 3 2 '3
b 1es0 2.20 2.00 0.20 “3g |3 1 2 7 3 1 3
LXV] 230 2-60 240 O.ZD 40 3 l 1 8 3 4 2
40 2.60 2.60 2.50 0.10 41 3 2 1 e 3 4 2
4“7 720 2.40 2.10 0.30 42 3 1 2 8 3 4 3
e b 230 1 2.60 230 0,30 43 2o 1 2 7 3 4 1
44 2e 70 | 2.30 270 -0.40 a4 3 2 2 9 3 3 1
45 1.90 ! 2.10 2.00 0.10 45 3 1 4 2] I -
s L.90 2.30 210 0.20 . 46 3 2 2 8 3 4 1
o7 2.10 2.40 2.30 0.10 47 3 2 2 8 o4 2
o no) dyoon 1 o 2.20 2 2.00 0.20 J. 48 | 3 01 2 3% v 3
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Appendix 7 Mean Item Ratings by Previous Groups Applying
Criteria of Mastery and Importance: Teaching
Abilities
Adv, Educ, Psychology Sem. in FElem. Education

Course Group Course Group
EET FEER Irp, Ko, Fagce Imp,

1 2.25 3.00 1 2«18 3.00
2 2.06 2.87 2 2.00 2.72
-3 2.31 2.81 3 - 2.36 2.81
S|  1.87 2.31 5 | 2.09  2.45

6 225 2.81 & 2.63 3.00

7 2.37 2.75 A 2.54 . 2-90 .

8 2.25 2.75 8 2.18 2.54

9 2.31 2.68 9 1-81 2e54%
10 2.25 _ 2.68 10 | 2.18  2.81
11 2.25 2.68 11 2.36 2 2e12
12 2-.18 2.81 12 2.09 272
13 206 2.75 213 ] -2e1l8. 2.72_
14 2.12 2.62 14 236 2.90
15 | _2.06 2,56 15 2.27 2.72
16 2.56 2.62 16 2.09 2.63
17 2.31 2:87 L7 2.09 2.90
18 2.12 2.37 18 2.18 2.36
l-g 2-l2 2+.56 _19. 2.00.. 2:27
_20 2.68 2275 20 2.54 2.90
21 212 ZaB7 21 2.2171 . 2e45
22 2QOD 2&.12 2.:’, lnTZ_ 2-09
23 1.68 2:43 23 1.63 . ..2.54-
24 2.25 2.93 24 2.18 2.81
26 2.12 2.87 26 2.00 2.81
27 2.68 2,81 27 | 272 2+45
28 2.25 2,81 28 2.54 2.81
30 1.50 - 2.56 30 1.90 2.72

3T 2.06  2.15 T 31| . 2.00. .2.BI1_
" 32 2.06 2.56 32 2.09 2.63
33 1.93 2«81 .33 1L.90 2.72 .
34 2.00 2.75 34 163 2.72
35 1.87 2.75 35 1.81 2245
36 | 1.23 2.68 36 2.00 Z2e81
37 2a.31 2.87 37 _ | _2.09.. ..Z2s54.
38 243 2.81 38 2245 2:63
39 2.37 262 39 200 2+45
40 1.68 - 2.37 40 Le72  2.09
41 2all ) 4l Zae 00 -ET
42 2.81 2.93 42 " Z2a.81 3.06~
43 2«50 2aT5 A3 1 L 2.36... . 2:45.
7744 2n50 _ 729”87 R fgf’-'f 2.36 églff!
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Appendix 8, Mean Item Ratings by Previous Groups Apuvlying
Criteria of Immediate and Long Range Need to
Study: Topics in Educational ¥sychology

Teachers in an Educ. Ps. Course Curriculum
Beginning ' - End Workers

Irm, L.R. Imm, L.R, Imm, L.R.

Nog o ioed ____ Lerd  heed i Laed  Leed

I 230 2,65 2.90 2.50 T Z BT AR

T2 2.55 2.15 ' 2.85 2.80 '2.81 2.56

3 2.80 2.65 2.85 2.70 12.68 2.75

4 2.50 2.85 2.45 2.6% "2.43 2.62

5] 2.30 2.40 __2.55 .10 1.50  2.06

06| 2.35 72.45 . 2.65 2.60 | 2.93 2.56

7 2.C5 2.25 2425 2.30 2.06 2.18

8 2.20 2.25 2.50 2.70 1.75 2.00

9| 2.40. 2.60 2.35 2.65 le93 2.18

10/ 2.10 2.20 2.35 2.55 _ 1.50  1.93

11| Z2.15 2:50 . 2460 2,55 ' 1.81 2s12

12 1.85 2.40 2.15 2.55 1.56 l.81

13 2.50 2.35 2.65 2.70 2.68 2.62

14 2.65 2,45 3.00 2.90 2.62 2.62

15] 2.15 2.05 _2.40 2.40 2.12 2.50,

16] T 2.55 2.55 2.70 2.75 237 2.50

18 2.55 2415 2.50 2.55 2.00 2.31

19 2.45 2.05 2.90 2.75 2637 2,43

20| 2.55 2.35 _2.80 2.70 2.3l T 2,62

21 Z.55 2055 .90 2475 2.8l 2,75

5 2.65 2,35 T2.60 2.60 2.62 2,462

23 3.00 2.15 2.90 2.55 2.62  2.50

24| 1e65 2.30 "1.90 2.70 1.68 ~ 2,31

25| 1.75 2.05 ) 2.20 2.30 _1.50 2.06

, 26 2.10 2.00 2.15 2045 " 1.937 2.43
: 27| 2.40_2.20 2.70 2.55 12200 2,50
; 28| 2.20 2.40 T2.35 2070 $2.37 20181
: 23| 2.40 2.25 2.80 2.85 2425 2,68
; 30 1.90 2.20 2.35 2.60 1.5 2.00
5 31 [.60 2.25 - 2.40 2.60 - 1.75 72708
; T 321 1.90 2.35 2.50 2.70 L.87 2,31
5 331 1.90 2,20 2225 2.45 150 2,25
T34 1.70 2.25 2.0% 2.es i1.50 T2.06
35| 2.55 2.55 2.75 2.70 _ 12431 2,43

: 36 2.35 2,45 T 2.45 2.75 L 1.87 250
i L3710 2.15 2.40 . 2.75 2.80 _2.00 2,31
: . 38 2.10 2.55 2.65 2,75 “1l.81 2.18
39 2.55 2.60 2.50 2.60 | 2.06  2.25
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Appendix 8 (Continued)
Y Teachers in an Educ, Ps, Course Curriculum
Beginning End “Workers

Trm, L.R. Imm, L.R. Imm,  L.R.

No. Need Need Need Need Need Need

40 2.t5 2.50 ; 2.50 2.60 1 - 2443  2.43
41 2.25 2.20 2.65 2.15 — 1.93  2.zs5°
42 2.25 2.35 2.45 2.60 “le87 2.25
43 2.40 2.45 270 2.75 2.25 2.43;

44 2.65 2.70 2.90 2.90 “2.18 2.56

45 2.25 2.30 2.50 2.55 2.06 . 2,31

46 T 2.50 2445 2.65 2.65 206 5y

47 2.65 2.65 2.85 2.80 2.06 2.62

48 2.75 2.90 2.75 2.95 2.43 2.68

49 2.55 2.90 2.50 2.75 2.56 2.62

50 . 3.00 2.70  _2.95 2.90 | 2.8l 2.62

51 2.00 2.50 2.55 2.60_ 1.50 —2.18

52 2.25 2.65 2.85 2.70 2.00 2.37

53 2.20 2&40 2-6@ 2970 L@BT 2;37

54 2.20 2.65 2.65 2.85 : '1.81 C2.37

55 1.90 2.45 - 2.20 2.70 .75  2.43

56 | 2.20 2.05 2.40 2.45 , L.62 T 2.06

57 2.25 2.45 2.55 2.65 1.1 2.18

58 1.90 2.10 2.60 2.65 L.68 “~T2.06

59 2.20 2.55 2.75 2.85 2.25 2.62

60 2.60 2.90 2.E5 2.90 2.62 2481

61 2.15 2.25 T 2.35 2.60 1293 243

62 2.15 2.40 255 2.55 t1.81 2.37

63 2.70 2.65 2475 2.75 2.31 2.68

64 2.55 2,65 ;_aqéiqg?.-éq 33-43 _2962

65 2.30 2.70 2.45 2.60 | 12.47 2.62

66| 2.05 2.35 2.50 2.60 |  LZ2.006 2e 31

67 2.30 2.55 2.60 2.75 2.12 2.43

68 2.15 2.60 260 2.70 | 2.18 2.43

: 69 2.15 2.60 2.55 2.60 1.68 2.37
i . T01 2.15 2.70° 255 2,55 | t2.18 243
' 2N 2.45 2.T7T0 2475 2.70 231 242
: 72 2.50 2.80 2.50 2.65 .1 2.006 2.43
; 13 2.05 2.70 2.30 2.60 J “1.81 2.31
i T4 1.55 2.40 2415 2.55 1.43 2.12
' 75 2.00 2.60 2.30 2.50 "1.56 2.31
76 | 2.00 2.65  2aI5 2.65 T8I 256

77 1 1.55 2.30 1.95 2.45 [ 1.81] 2.56

781  1.70 2.30 2.00 2.55 | l1.75] - 2.31
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Appendix 9, Mean Item Ratings by Previous Groups Applying
Criteria of Comprehension, Impsrtance, and
Arplications Psvghgegpc§§ional Proposals

———

. N Corbincd Teacher uroun LtalT Group
24 2.38 2.69 2.19 2 1.87 2.2 1.75
3 2.58 2.76 2.35 3 2.37 2.27 1.50
a4l z.o02 2.46  1.96 41 2412 2.37 1.37
s 2.11 2.39  1.85 2 | 237 2.37 1.50
61T 2071 2.85  2.51 6 | 2.37 " 3.C0 1.87
7 2.52 2.76 2.16 £ 2-75  3.00 1.87
N 2.47 ' 2.57 " 2.01 t 2425 2425 1.75
91 1.56 1.83 l.44 9ol 137 2.C0 1.25
10 2.64 2.83 2.28 10 275 2.75 1.62
11 2.29 2.47  2.07 11 1 72.CC €«25 1.50
'lzi L.82 2.21 1.79 1z 1.62 1.87 1.62
13 2.62 2.70 - 2.26 L3 2.5C 2+25 l1.50
14 2.30 2.50 1.83 14 2.25 2.62 1.62
15 2.67 2.80 2.34 . A2 | 2-37  2.75 2.cC0
16 2.51  2.73  2.12 Lo | 720257 772087 T E a0
17 2.10 2.41.  2.06 1s 2.25 3.00 1.75
18 l.43 1.94 le61l 18 1.00 l.62 1.25
19 | 1.79  2.06 1.76 19 | 1.62  1.87 1.37
20 1.9) 2.34 2.06 20 l.75 2.£2 2.00
21 2.48 2.73 2.28 21 [ 2,12 237 I.s50
22 1.61 1.71 1.37 22 1.75 1.62 1.25
23 1.67 2.07 1.58 23 1.75 2.50 1.62
24 2.26 2.43 2.01 74 2.12 2.25 1.37
25 1 1.7s 2.14 L.66 A2 ] 2412 ¢ 2412 1.62
26 2.00 T 2.32 2.05 ' 26 |2JC0 T T2 eZTTived
27 1.84 2.11 1.75 21 1.5G 1.87 1.50
zg 1.67 1.82 1.48 20 1.62 1.75 1.37
29 2.44 2.1 2,21 29 2.25 2.37 1.8&2
230 | 2.35  2.s2 2.24 30U | 2.25 2.50 1.87
31 2.33 2.48 2,25 IEY 2.25 2.50 1.50
32 2.52 2.64 2.52 Y 2.75 2.62 2.25
33 2.29  2.66 1.98 33 2.50 2.€62 1.87
34 1.82 2.21 1.82 14 1.87 2.25 1.50
35 1.94  2.16 1.83 I 1.75 2+.12 1.62
36 2.32 2.51 2.78 36 2.50 T2.ET T1.ET
37 1.76 2.08 1.73 ay 1-75 2.C0 1.37
38 l.44 1.87 1.53 AL 1.25 2.00 1.12
39 1.83 2.07 1.78 39 1.67 2.12 1.50
~40 ] 2.23  2.56 2.12 40 2.CC 2.37 1.37
41 2.35 2.61 2.25 ‘ %1 | 2.50 2.75 .13
42 1.73 2.1l 1.78 2 1.87 2.25 1.62
; 43 2.39 2.52 2.26 43 2.12 2.37 1.50
; 44 Z2.61 2.78 ‘238 LA 2.50 2.87 1.75
¢ _45 | 1.46 la94%  1.47 44 1.37 2.25 1.37
: 46 2.17 2.39 2,15 40 1-.75 2.25 1.50
! 47 2.23 2.67 2.16 &y 1.62 2.75 1.37
: 48 176 2.08 1.74 7 48 | 1.50 2.25 1.37
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